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REPORT  BY  THE  U.S. 

General  Accounting  Office 


The  Emergency  Management  Assistance 
Program  Should  Contribute  More  Directly 
To  National  Civil  Defense  Objectives 


The  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agen¬ 
cy's  largest  program  for  improving  the  civil 
defense  capacity  of  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  does  not  adequately  assure  that  fed¬ 
erally  funded  resources  will  be  distributed 
and  used  by  States  and  localities  to  support 
national  civil  defense  objectives.  Emer¬ 
gency  Management  Assistance  Program 
funds  are  often  not  targeted  to  local  govern¬ 
ments  facing  the  greatest  civil  defense  risks, 
in  part  because  States  are  not  encouraged 
to  use  these  criteria  in  their  subsequent 
distribution  of  the  funds  to  local  govern¬ 
ments.  Further,  program  participants  have 
not  been  required  to  pursue  national  objec¬ 
tives  but  have  been  able  to  define  their  own 
agendas. 

GAO  recommends  changes  in  program  admin¬ 
istration  that  will  better  assure  that  federally 
assisted  resources  support  national  civil 
defense  objectives. 
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United  states  general  accounting  office 

WASHINGTON,  D«.  20541 


B-208664 


The  Honorable  Allan  B.  Swift 
Houae  of  Representatives 

Dear  Mr.  Swift * 

In  response  to  your  June  26 ,  1981,  request  and  subsequent 
discussions  with  your  office,  we  have  reviewed  the  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Agency's  Emergency  Management  Assistance 
Program. 

This  report  summarises  the  results  of  our  review  of  the 
agency's  policies  which  govern  State  distributions  of  Emer¬ 
gency  Management  Assistance  grant  funds  by  States  to  local 
jurisdictions  and  the  accountability  procedures  used  by  the 
agency  and  the  States  to  assure  that  these  funds  are  used  for 
civil  defense  or  emergency  management  purposes  as  Intended  by 
the  Congress. 

As  arranged  with  your  office,  we  do  not  plan  to  distri¬ 
bute  this  report  until  5  days  after  its  date  of  issuance.  At 
that  time  we  will  send  copies  to  the  agency  and  other  inter¬ 
ested  parties,  including  Senate  and  House  Committees. 

Sincerely  yours, 

William  J.  Anderson 

Director 


REPORT  TO  THE 
HONORABLE  ALLAN  B.  SWIPT 
HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 


THE  EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT  ASSIS¬ 
TANCE  PROGRAM  SHOULD  CONTRIBUTE 
MORE  DIRECTLY  TO  NATIONAL  CIVIL 
DEPBNSE  OBJECTIVES 


DIGEST 

To  improve  the  civil  defense  capability  of 
State  and  local  governments,  the  Pederal  Gov¬ 
ernment  annually  appropriates  Billions  of 
dollars  in  Emergency  Manageaent  Assistance 
(EMA)  to  fund  the  personnel  and  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  of  various  State  and  local 
civil  defense  programs.  Por  fiscal  year  1982 
the  EMA  appropriation  was  $44  million  and 
supported  an  estimated  1,400  State-level  and 
4,800  local-level  personnel  positions  in  some 
2,600  jurisdictions. 

The  Pederal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FBMA) 
grants  these  funds  to  the  States  on  a  50-per- 
cent  matching  basis.  The  States,  in  turn, 
pass  through  a  substantial  portion  of  these 
funds  to  local  civil  defense  organisations. 

Congressman  Allan  B.  Swift  requested  GAO  to 
review  (1)  procedures  by  which  EMA  funds  are 
distributed  by  States  to  local  jurisdictions 
and  (2)  accountability  procedures  used  by  FEMA 
and  the  States  to  assure  that  EMA  funds  are 
used  for  civil  defense  or  emergency  management 
purposes  as  intended  by  the  Congress. 

Generally,  PBMA  has  developed  criteria  and 
guidance  which  could,  if  applied,  assure  that 
EMA  funds  are  distributed  and  used  to  support 
national  civil  defense  objectives.  Yet  these 
national  criteria  were  not  used  by  PBMA,  nor 
by  State  officials,  to  manage  the  program,  due 
in  part  to  the  perception  by  these  officials 
that  compliance  with  these  national  criteria 
was  not  mandatory.  As  a  result,  EMA  funds 
often  bypass  local  areas  critical  to  the  na¬ 
tional  civil  defense  effort  and  may  not  be 
used  to  support  national  civil  defense  objec¬ 
tives  by  those  local  jurisdictions  receiving 
the  funds. 
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\  COOLP  BE  BBTTBB  TARGETED 
TO  SUPPORT  TOT  HATIONAL  CIVIL 

D*Ebm4b 

The  Civil  Defense  Act  of  1950  requires  EMA 
funds  to  be  distributed  by  e  f omuls  that 
gives  due  regard  to  critical  civil  defense 
localities  within  the  United  states,  thereby 
improving  their  civil  defense  capacity,  how¬ 
ever,  approximately  4?  million  people  live  in 
critical  civil  defense  areas  that  do  not  re¬ 
ceive  BMA  funds.  Although  Federal  ENA  funds 
are  allocated  to  the  States  in  part  on  the 
basis  of  civil  defense  needs.  States  generally 
do  not  target  funds  to  their  local  governments 
on  the  basis  of  these  national  criteria.  (See 
p.  4.) 

P8MA  has  Issued  regulations  which  provide  cri¬ 
teria  for  the  substate  distribution  of  BMA 
funds,  but  these  regulations  are  vague  and  in 
soma  cases  conflicting,  and  often  are  not  ad¬ 
dressed  by  PBMA  and  State  officials  in  the 
course  of  program  administration.  At  the  time 
of  GAO's  review,  many  PBMA  and  State  officials 
believed  that  these  regulations  were  only 
guidance  and  not  mandatory.  (See  p.  5. ) 

Another  handicap  to  present  state  and  local 
SNA  distribution  procedures  is  the  application 
of  the  50- percent  matching  requirement.  Al¬ 
though  states  can  meet  the  matching  require¬ 
ment  on  a  statewide  aggregate  basis,  they  have 
not  used  this  technique  and  are  thereby  not 
involving  key  jurisdictions  unable  or  unwil¬ 
ling  to  meet  the  50-percent  matching  require¬ 
ment.  (See  p.  10.) 

To  achieve  better  targeting,  GAO  recommends 
that  the  Director  of  PBMA  require  each  state 
as  part  of  its  BMA  Annual  Submission  tot 

—Identify  thwse  local  jurisdictions  in 
critical  civil  defense  areas  that  do  not 
participate  in  the  BMA  program. 

— Address  specifically  how  the  State  plana 
to  attain  the  participation  of  these  local 
governments  through  such  means  as  varying 
the  matching  requirement  within  the  State, 
adopting  State  distribution  formulas  as 
tools  to  encourage  desired  participation 


patterns,  and/or  giving  priority  funding 
consideration  to  jurisdictions  in  critical 
civil  defense  areas.  (See  pp.  12  and  n.) 

The  Director  of  PENA  snould  review  each 
State's  annual  Rube iss ion  to  ensure  that  ef¬ 
forts  are  being  made  to  fund  local  jurisdic¬ 
tions  critical  to  the  national  civil  defense 
effort.  (See  p.  11.) 

SNA  RECIPIENTS  SHOULD  SB  WORE 
ACCOUNTABLE  FOR  ACHIEVE  iKflONAl 

CT7fL~g^/gW8g  -CMi&mS - 

As  the  ESA  prograa  is  presently  managed,  EESA 
has  little  assurance  that  SNA  funds  are  con¬ 
tributing  to  the  enhancement  of  national  civil 
defense  preparedness.  Furthermore,  present 
national  guidance  or  objectives  are  not  being 
applied  to  assess  local  civil  defense  pre¬ 
paredness  capabilities.  (See  p.  IS.) 

PENA  holds  local  recipients  accountable  only 
for  documenting  the  expenditure  of  ENA  funds 
and  for  achieving  their  own  self-defined  ob¬ 
jectives.  local  ENA  grantees  have  not  been 
held  accountable  for  achieving  EENA-def ined 
goals  or  levels  of  preparedness  because  exist¬ 
ing  Federal  criteria  have  not  been  applied  by 
FENA  and  the  states.  (Nee  p.  17.) 

Although  PENA  has  published  "Standards  For 
local  Civil  Preparedness*  to  assist  local. 
State,  and  regional  civil  preparedness  profes¬ 
sionals  in  reviewing  local  clvit  defense  capa¬ 
city,  the  standards  are  not  used  by  many  Fed¬ 
eral  or  State  officials  in  reviewing  local 
eccospl i Absents.  (See  p.  20.)  Further,  be¬ 
cause  ENA  recipients  are  not  directly  account¬ 
able  for  achieving  the  objectives  of  PENA'S 
other  civil  defense  initiatives,  these  other 
progress  say  not  be  as  effectively  implemented 
as  they  could  be.  (See  p.  24.)  Even  If  spe¬ 
cific  criteria  were  applied  In  reviewing  local 
programs,  present  monitoring  practices  are  in¬ 
adequate  to  verify  and  evaluate  local  perform¬ 
ance.  (See  p.  2$. ) 


Without  appropriate  national  objectives  or 
standards  and  monitoring,  there  is  little  as¬ 
surance  that  ENA,  the  largest  FENA  program  for 


planning  and  praparadnaaa,  it  contributing  to 
•  meaningful  civil  dafanaa  effort.  (Sea  p. 
27.) 

To  better  direct  reaourcea  to  auppore  national 
civil  defenae  objectives*  GAO  recosmsnds  that 
the  Director  of  fSMA  apecify  national  objec- 
tivea  or  standards  for  States  to  require  local 
applicants  to  address  in  their  annual  funding 
propoaals*  depending  on  the  unique  needs  and 
capacities  of  each  local  jurisdiction.  The 
Director  of  PSMA  should  also  require  States  to 
use  these  national  objectives  or  standards  in 
their  oversight  and  evaluation  of  local  per¬ 
formance  and  conaider  local  performance  as  a 
factor  in  their  annual  funding  decisions. 

(See  p.  28.) 

GAO  is  currently  assessing  the  desirability  of 
consolidating  SNA  and  other  FSNA  planning  and 
preparednesa  programs.  One  of  the  issues  be¬ 
ing  addressed  is  whether  consolidation  would 
promote  setter  linkage  of  the  KNA- funded  sup¬ 
port  system  with  P8MA*s  other  programs  and  ob¬ 
jectives.  even  if  consolidation  were  to  take 
place  in  the  future*  the  accountability  pro¬ 
cess  recommended  in  this  report  for  local 
recipients  of  Federal  emergency  management 
assistance  oould  still  be  used  to  assure  that 
recipients  achieve  national  objectives. 


PSMA  consented  that*  with  the  addition  of 
areas  that  may  be  affected  by  natural  disaster 
to  the  factors  which  make  up  Its  legislated 
formula  for  allocating  SNA  funds*  it  can  be  no 
longer  sssumed  that  only  nuclear  attack  re¬ 
lated  risk  and  host  areas  should  be  reflected 
in  Its  allocation  to  States.  P8MA  added  that 
a  number  of  fact ora  which  have  nothing  to  do 
with  its  program  administration  cause  cm 
funds  to  be  allocated  by  states  to  their  lo¬ 
calities  on  other  than  a  risk  basis.  (See 
epp.  ill.)  GAO  Is  not  questioning  FCNA*s 
formula  for  allocating  KKA  funds  to  the  states 
and  is  not  insensitive  to  factors  such  as 
matching  and  local  government  lack  of  interest 
that  discourage  targeting  of  funds  to  high 
risk  coamunities. 


GAO  b*Umi«  hoMv«rf  that  fOU  and  tha 
States  can  and  should  do  more  to  bat tar  tarqet 
CMA  funds  to  critical  local  civil  dafansa 

araas  and  thereby  battar  assura  that  tha  W~ 

Statas  distribution  dacisions  reinforce,  not 
frustrate,  tha  intant  of  tha  national  formula. 

(8aa  p.  13.} 

ft HA  aqraad  that  EMA- funded  staffs  should  ba 

hald  account ab l a  for  a  product  oriantad  to  • 

national  objectives  and  has  now ad  in  fiscal 
yaar  iff)  to  make  CM A  synonymous  with  a  pro¬ 
duct  rathar  than  tha  previous  emphasis  on  tins 
and  attandanca  only.  nouaver ,  bacausa  tha 
national  ob)activas  ara  broadly  defined  and 

recipients  ara  still  able  to  define  tha  work  • 

t-oducts  they  wish  to  achieve,  there  is  little 
assurance  that  local  recipients  bill  address 
those  specific  objectives  that  bill  contribute 
most  to  tha  national  civil  dafansa  effort. 
tSee  p.  2S.) 

GAO**  rsco—s  ndat  ion  is  a  load  at  battar  assur- 
Inq  that  local  recipients  will  address  those 
objectives  deemed  by  PtNA  and  tha  Statas  to  ba 
of  nost  Importance. 

GAO  requested  counts  from  tha  theo-Di  rector 
of  tha  Snohomish  County,  Hash inq too,  Depart - 
sent  of  amerqency  Services,  uho  was  also  a 
Vice  president  of  the  O.S.  Civil  Defense  Coun¬ 
cil.  ha  Generally  aqraad  with  GAO'S  findinqs 
and  conclusions. 

* 

GAO  also  requested,  but  did  not  receive,  com¬ 
ments  from  the  incomtnq  president  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  tmerqency  H an aq ament  Association,  an 
orqanitation  represent tnq  directors  of  State 
emerqency  man aq ament  aqencias. 
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The  Nteril  Civil  M(taM  Act  Of  If 50#  —  mmM,  auth¬ 
or  is—  tit  Federal  I— rgoncy  Wansgo— nt  Agency  (ftWA)  to  pro¬ 
vide  floonelol  iMliUaet  to  Stat—  to  lupport  State  and  local 
— rgoncy  —nog— at  agencies.  This  progr—*  roforrod  to  •• 

1— rgsnoy  Wo— go— n t  A— let— —  (SNA),  provides  up  to  SO  psr- 
eont  of  tWo  ooot  of  civil  defense  porooo— 1  salaries  ond  ad- 
ainistratl—  ftp—. 

ruth  offleiolo  go— roily  ogroo  that  two  BMW  program  to 
t—  Wooie  support  for  tWo  O.S.  Civil  Oofo— o  program  bocoaso 
it  foodo  two  porooo— 1  ood  odminiotrotlvo  espe—  for  ttoto 
sod  local  civil  dofo— o  organlsotio— .  Port— r— ro.  tWoao 
State  and  local  porooo— 1  support  other  import— t  ran*  civil 
dafao—  progra—  ouch  —  nuclear  civil  Pro  tact  ion#  Attack 
warning*  Direction  and  Control,  Radiological  —fan—,  and 
—rgoncy  Public  infer— t ion. 

• 

lO  dotard—  the  mount  of  BMW  alio— tlo—  to  ha  roooivod 
hy  each  participating  State,  the  act  roe air—  that  PBWW,  among 
other  twinge,  give  duo  regard  to  the  criticality  of  the  tar— t 
and  support  are—  crucial  to  the  develop— nt  of  the  —  tlo— 1 
civil  dot—  read!—  capability.  therefore,  raws  do— toped 
a  formula  for  alio— ting  BB  fun da  —  each  participating  f 

State*  the  formula  la  baaed  —  eritioa  1  civil  defen—  factors  » 

such  —  rich  or—  popular io—,  hoot  area  popular lo— ,  and 
do— sly  populated  are—*  A  riek  or—  ia  —fined  by  PtMA  —  — 
area  which,  in  the  a— nt  of  a  —dear  attack,  la  more  likely 
to  eapericn—  direct  —ape—  off  seta  —  high  fall— t  without 
bloat  effects,  and  a  boat  area  ia  —  or—  id— t  if  lad  by  a  f 

State  —  having  a  oops  city  for  aooonmodati—  the  people  that 
rolo— to  free  a  riek  ar—  daring  a  potential  —a tear  crisis. 

On—  its  SNA  alio— tl—  h—  —  determined,  a  State  — y 
apply  for  ami  re— I—  —  SNA  grant,  provftdad  the  State  edn in¬ 
let  ret  1—  pi—  for  civil  defea—  prepared—  is  and  the  a— set 
progv—  paper  ha—  —  spprestd  by  PMA*  Among  other  re- 
golre—  nta,  the  State  pi—  m— t  provide  for  the  disburse— nt 
of  —  appropriate  aha—  of  Pads r at  or— t  foods  to  the  state** 
subgr— to—  •  the—  ssbgr— t—  I— lode  various  city,  county# 
regional ,  — d,  la  so—  1— to— ,  city-county  no— in—  civil 
deteo—  org— isetto— . 

**  -• 

—ring  fie— 1  yeer  ifSl,  appro*  l—  tely  *J7  at  it  ton  —re 
apprspr  let—  to  PtNA  to  fu—  t—  SNA  progr— .  The  onnuol  op- 
preprint  l—,  which  — e  increosed  to  944  oil  lion  for  fiscal 
yeer  INI,  support—  —  —  tl— t—  1,4—  stete  s—  4*4—  local 
personnel  a—  I  tlo—  in  so—  2,4—  jori— tetto— .  ruth  hot 
re  guest—  9—  mill—  for  this  progr—  for  fis— 1  year  14«J.  1 
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On  Juna  26.  1981*  Congressman  Allan  8.  Swift  asked  us  to 
raviaw  possible  violations  by  states  and  pena  in  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  EMA  funds  to  local  govarnments.  Additional  concerns 
involved  whether  ENA  funds  were  bein<j  diluted  by  mismanage- 
nent.  inadequate  accountability,  and  misuse  to  the  extent  that 
they  are  ineffective  in  contributing  to  an  adequate  civil 
defense  program. 

in  a  subsequent  discussion  with  the  Congressmans  office, 
it  was  agreed  that  we  would  address  these  issues  within  the 
broader  contest  of  assessing  the  effects  of  the  current  inter¬ 
governmental  assistance  arrangement  on  the  targeting  of  ENA 
funds  and  on  the  accountabil ity  by  grantees  for  the  use  of 
these  funds. 

OBJECTIVES.  SCOPE.  AMO  NETNOOOLOCY 

The  objectives  of  our  review  were  (1)  to  evaluate  State 
procedures  for  administering  ENA  funds  including  procedures 
for  making  awards  to  local  subgrantees  and  (2)  to  determine 
whether  PENA  established  objectives  for  the  ENA  program  and 
what  methods  it  uses  to  ensure  recipients  are  accountable  for 
meeting  these  objectives. 

Our  review,  which  was  conducted  between  July  198 1  and 
February  1982.  involved  both  estensive  field  work  at  state  and 
local  governments  and  an  analysis  of  Federal  policies  and  pro¬ 
cedures  at  pens  headquarters  and  regional  offices.  This  audit 
was  performed  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  government 
auditing  standards. 

The  itate  level  review  was  conducted  in  10  States  (Geor¬ 
gia.  Florida.  Virginia*  Heat  Virginia.  Nlnnesota.  Wisconsin, 
nissoerl.  California.  Arisona.  and  Washington).  These  States 
comprise  i  10 .862 .469  or  M  percent  of  the  fiscal  year  1981  ENA 
appropriation  and  encompass  6  of  PCNA's  10  regional  offices. 
Also,  at  the  time  of  the  request*  we  had  already  begun  a  re¬ 
view  in  these  States  of  t^e  potential  for  consol idat ing  vari¬ 
ous  PENA  grant  programs*  including  tNA.  Therefor#*  we  decided 
to  e spend  the  coverage  of  the  ongoing  review  to  address  the 
concerns  repressed  in  this  request. 

At  each  of  the  10  States  visltsd*  we  interviewed  state 
officials  retpons ibis  for  sdeinistsrtng  the  ENA  Progran  to 
gain  their  views  on  how  rww  guidance  and  regulation#  were 
being  interpreted  and  administered  in  their  respective 
States,  we  else  solicited  their  opinion  on  how  the  FNA  Pro¬ 
gram  could  he  improved  and  how  the  program  objectives  were 
being  retried  out  et  the  State  and  local  teeels.  we  also 
reviewed  audit  reports*  correspondence  regarding  the  PNA 
program*  State  administrative  plans,  annual  submissions,  and 
relevant  financial  information. 


in  order  to  gain  an  understanding  of  tha  quality  of  tha 
SNA  Prog ran  at  tha  local  level,  we  aalactad  and  visited  46 
loealitlaa  within  7  of  tha  10  Stataa  that  had  ona  or  nora  of 
tha  following  charactariaticai 

— EMA  racipiant  receiving  tha  largaat  amount  of  EMA  funds. 

— ENA  racipiant  racaiving  tha  lowaat  amount  of  EMA  funds. 

— EMA  racipiant  racaiving  EMA  reimbursement  for  only  part- 
time  emergency  management  coordinators. 

— EMA  recipient  racaiving  EMA  reimbursement  for  a  part- 
tine  coordinator  who  ia  also  a  fire  or  police  officer. 

— EMA  recipient  racaiving  EMA  rainbursaaant  for  only  a 
volunteer  coordinator. 

—EMA  racipiant  located  in  a  high  risk  civil  defense  area 
("counter force  area"). 

—A  nonparticipating  jurisdiction  which,  in  tha  view  of 
State  officials,  has  a  good  eeergency  nanagenent 
prog ran. 

At  each  local  govarnaant  viaitad,  we  Interviewed  the 
local  eeergency  nanagenent  coordinators  and  reviewed  their 
local  energency  operating  plans,  progran  papers,  and  financial 
information. 

To  gain  a  national  perspective  on  how  tha  EMA  progran  is 
administered,  we  interviewed  EMA  Progran  officials  at  pbma 
headquarters  in  Washington,  D.C.,  and  at  six  regional  offices 
which  administer  the  progran  in  the  10  States  we  reviewed.  We 
reviewed  and  analysed  internal  reports  and  correspondence  pre¬ 
pared  by  PBMA  officials  at  headquarters  and  regional  offices. 
At  PBMA  headquarters  we  also  obtained  information  through  a 
computer  data  base  which  showed  tha  population  living  in  risk 
and/or  host  areas  receiving  and  not  receiving  EMA  funds.  We 
did  not  verify  the  accuracy  of  these  statistics. 
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CHAPTER  2 


EMA  FUNDS  COULD  BE  BETTER 
TARGETED  TO  SUPPORT  THE  NATIONAL 

CIVIL  DEPENSE  EFFORT 


Federal  ENA  funds  could  provide  more  effective  civil  de¬ 
fense  coverage  for  the  American  public.  Although  the  civil 
Oefense  Act  stipulates  that  regulations  governing  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  ENA  funds  give  due  regard  to  areas  critical  to 
national  civil  defense  readiness,  over  20  percent  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  public  lives  in  critical  civil  defense  jurisdictions  not 
receiving  ENA  funds.  There  is  reason  to  believe  that  these 
jlurlsd let  Ions  are  not  as  veil  prepared  for  nuclear  attack  as 
those  receiving  ENA  funds. 

inadequate  PENA  oversight  and  direction  of  the  state-to- 
locel  distribution  process  is  partially  responsible  for  these 
targeting  problems.  Although  PENA  has  Issued  standards  to 
govern  the  subetate  allocation  of  ENA  funds,  PENA  regional 
officials  and  the  States  are  generally  not  addressing  these 
standards  In  program  administration.  For  example,  although 
PENA  requires  States  to  adopt  formulas  similar  to  the  national 
SNA  formula,  none  of  the  10  States  we  visited  used  formulas  to 
target  funds  to  critical  civil  defense  areas.  Also,  the 
States*  application  of  the  program's  50-percent  matching  re¬ 
quirement  to  each  local  recipient  has  discouraged  local  parti¬ 
cipation.  States  have  decided  to  impose  a  50-percent  match  on 
each  jurisdiction  rather  than  vary  the  match  for  key  jurisdic¬ 
tions  unable  or  unwilling  to  fund  a  50-percent  matching  share 
from  their  own  resources.  As  a  result,  ENA  funds  often  bypass 
local  jurisdictions  critical  to  the  national  civil  defense 
effort. 


Of  the  approximately  200  million  people  living  in  critical 
civil  defense  *host*  or  *rish*  areas,  47  million  live  in  jur¬ 
isdictions  not  receiving  ENA  funds.  Also,  we  identified  a 
number  of  jurisdictions  not  in  host  or  risk  areas  that  do 
receive  CNA  funds.  A  PENA  analysis  performed  during  fiscal 
year  igoi  indicates  that  jurisdictions  not  participating  in 
the  ENA  Program  are  not  as  well  prepared  for  nuclear  attack  as 
those  receiving  CNA  funds.  Our  discussions  with  PENA  and 
State  officials  support  this  study's  conclusions. 

the  need  to  target  ENA  funds  on  critical  civil  defense 
areas  Is  recognised  in  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Act  which  re¬ 
quires  that  the  formula  used  to  allocate  ENA  funds  to  States 
give  due  regard  to  the  criticality  of  the  target  and  support 
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areas  and  areas  which  may  be  affected  by  natural  disasters 
with  respect  to  the  development  of  the  total  civil  defense 
readiness  of  the  Nation.  Although  the  formula  for  allocations 
of  Federal  funds  to  the  States  contains  strong  targeting  com¬ 
ponents,  the  States  do  not  provide  for  targeting  to  their 
local  recipients  in  accordance  with  national  criteria. 

Certain  areas  of  the  country  are  designated  as  either  risk 
or  host  areas.  Risk  areas  are  those  areas  considered  more 
likely  to  experience  the  direct  effect  (blast,  heat,  and  ini¬ 
tial  nuclear  radiation)  from  a  nuclear  attack,  while  host 
areas  are  those  areas  that  would  shelter  those  persons  living 
in  risk  areas  who  are  forced  to  vacate  due  to  an  expected  nuc¬ 
lear  attack.  The  percentage  of  population  living  in  risk  or 
host  areas  are  two  of  the  major  factors  considered  by  FEMA  to 
determine  the  amount  of  EMA  dollars  each  State  will  receive. 

We  believe  that  better  targeting  of  EMA  funds  could  in¬ 
crease  the  effectiveness  of  other  programs  that  FEMA  deems 
important  to  the  national  civil  defense  effort.  For  example, 
FEMA  has  adopted  crisis  relocation  planning  as  the  primary 
means  to  protect  the  American  public  in  the  event  of  a  nuclear 
attack.  The  development  of  crisis  relocation  plans  is  the 
responsibility  of  FEMA-funded  nuclear  civil  protection  (NCP) 
planners  located  at  the  State  level.  In  order  to  develop  and 
coordinate  the  crisis  relocation  plans.  State  NCP  planners 
depend  on  the  cooperation  of  local  civil  defense  coordina¬ 
tors.  According  to  one  FEMA  official,  one  objective  of  the 
EMA  Program  is  to  insure  FEMA  of  having  at  least  a  "foot  in 
the  door"  at  the  local  level.  If  a  local  jurisdiction  is  not 
participating  in  the  EMA  Program,  it  is  more  difficult  to  gain 
its  cooperation  in  the  NCP  planning  effort.  In  West  Virginia, 
for  example,  even  though  this  State  is  considered  a  primary 
hosting  area  for  the  populations  at  risk  of  direct  nuclear 
attack,  20  of  33  jurisdictions  in  areas  designated  to  host 
risk  populations  do  not  participate  in  the  EMA  Program. 

PEMA  AND  THE  STATES  CAN 
KTHffffg  TO  "IMPBOVT  W 
TARGETING ~0F  EMA  FUNDS 

PEMA's  limited  oversight  of  State  EMA  funding  procedures 
contributes  to  the  current  targeting  problems  associated  with 
distributing  EMA  funds  to  critical  civil  defense  jurisdic¬ 
tions.  FEMA  does  not  actively  review  State  distribution  pro¬ 
cedures  nor  encourage  States  to  gain  the  participation  of 
critical  local  civil  defense  areas.  FEMA  regulations  provide 
some  criteria  for  the  substate  distribution  of  these  funds. 

We  found,  however,  that  FEMA  regional  and  State  officials  do 
not  address  their  application  in  the  course  of  program  admini¬ 
stration,  due  to  the  vagueness  and  lack  of  specificity  of  the 
regulations  themselves  and  the  perception  by  some  officials 
that  they  are  merely  guidance. 
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The  distribution  process  of  most  States  we  reviewed  does 
not  assure  that  EMA  funds  will  be  distributed  to  areas  criti¬ 
cal  to  the  national  civil  defense  effort.  Most  States  rely  on 
the  interest  and  initiative  of  local  jurisdictions  to  apply 
for  funds  rather  than  a  formula  that  would  distribute  funds 
based  on  program  need  criteria.  Because  the  interest  of  local 
jurisdictions  sometimes  does  not  match  the  need  for  the  pro¬ 
gram,  EMA  funds  can  bypass  jurisdictions  located  in  areas 
critical  to  the  Nation's  civil  defense  while  at  the  same  time 
funding  other  jurisdictions  not  located  in  critical  civil 
defense  areas.  For  fiscal  year  1983,  FEMA  has  established  the 
increase  of  host  and  risk  area  participation  as  an  objective, 
but  staff  indicates  that  this  will  be  guidance  only. 

We  recognize  that  the  voluntary  nature  of  the  Federal 
assistance  system  and  EMA's  50-percent  matching  requirement 
pose  inherent  limits  on  the  extent  of  program  participation 
and  targeting.  Nevertheless,  we  believe  that  changes  in  the 
intrastate  distribution  process  and  more  flexible  application 
of  the  matching  provision  can  be  designed  by  both  FEMA  and  the 
States  to  encourage  greater  participation  by  critical  local 
governments  and  to  better  target  EMA  funds. 

FEMA  should  oversee  State 
distribution  decisions 

Although  FEMA  has  published  regulations  governing  the 
State-to-local  distribution  of  EMA  funds,  these  regulations 
are  generally  not  addressed  in  program  administration  by  FEMA 
regional  or  State  officials.  These  regulations  generally  pro¬ 
vide  that  States  allocate  EMA  funds  to  local  jurisdictions  on 
the  basis  of  the  national-to-State  formula  allocation,  distri¬ 
bute  two-thirds  of  the  total  State  EMA  allocation  to  local 
jurisdictions,  and  provide  priority  funding  to  those  jurisdic¬ 
tions  that  meet  minimum  staffing  standards  set  by  FEMA. 

Although  6  of  the  10  States  we  visited  were  in  compliance 
with  the  two-thirds  provision,  none  were  addressing  the  other 
two  distribution  provisions.  Further,  although  some  FEMA  re¬ 
gional  officies  were  observing  the  provision  that  States  dis¬ 
tribute  two-thirds  of  the  funds  to  local  recipients  unless  a 
waiver  is  issued,  all  FEMA  regional  program  officials  in  the 
six  regions  we  visited  believed  the  other  two  regulations  to 
be  guidance  only.  Therefore,  they  did  not  feel  that  their 
approval  of  State-to-local  distribution  procedures  was  re¬ 
quired  . 

During  our  review,  FEMA's  office  of  General  Counsel 
issued  an  opinion  stating  that  the  regulations  regarding  the 
two-thirds  distribution  and  priority  funding  provisions  were 
binding  and  that  no  State  Administrative  Plan  should  be  ap¬ 
proved  until  it  is  determined  that  these  requirements  are 
met.  The  opinion  does  note,  however,  that  Regional  Directors 


can  exercise  a  certain  degree  of  flexibility  in  applying  these 
requirements. 

State-to-local  allocations 
are  nob  consistent  wifcTi 
national-to-State  allocation 
formula 

FEMA's  Civil  Preparedness  Guide,  "Federal  Assistance 
Handbook”  (CPG  1-3),  requires  that  the  State-to-local  alloca¬ 
tion  of  EMA  funds  should  be  generally  consistent  with  the 
national-to-State  EMA  allocation  formula.  The  formula  (see 
app.  I)  considers  such  factors  as  the  population  living  in 
risk  areas,  host  areas,  and  other  areas  critical  to  the  na¬ 
tional  civil  defense  program.  The  formula  also  provides  a 
certain  amount  of  discretion  to  FEMA  officials  to  determine 
the  exact  amount  of  funds  to  be  allocated. 

None  of  the  10  States  we  visited  have  used  a  formula  to 
distribute  EMA  funds  nor  did  they  have  other  procedures  that 
attempt  to  target  EMA  funds  to  jurisdictions  considered  risk 
or  host  areas.  Rather,  the  States  used  a  discretionary  award 
process  based  on  applications  submitted  by  interested  local 
governments.  Furthermore,  State  and  FEMA  officials  perceive 
FEMA's  formula  provision  to  be  guidance  only.  As  a  result. 
States  are  distributing  EMA  funds  to  any  locality  that  re¬ 
quests  funds,  can  justify  its  civil  defense  need,  and  meets 
the  matching  requirement  but  not  necessarily  to  those  juris¬ 
dictions  critical  to  the  civil  defense  effort.  For  example, 
in  Georgia,  26  jurisdictions  in  risk  or  host  areas  do  not 
participate  in  the  EMA  Program,  while  21  jurisdictions  not  in 
host  or  risk  areas  do  receive  EMA  funding. 

The  State  of  West  Virginia  awards  EMA  funds  to  any  local 
applicant  based  on  the  adequacy  of  the  applicant's  local  pro¬ 
gram  paper,  recent  training  completed  by  its  coordinator,  and 
past  performance  of  the  coordinator  and  locality.  Wisconsin 
follows  a  "grand  fathering”  policy  in  its  distribution  of  EMA 
funds.  In  other  words,  local  recipients  that  perform  satis¬ 
factorily  continue  to  receive  funds  at  the  same  staffing  level 
regardless  of  the  number  of  new  applicants.  While  other 
States  use  similar  distribution  procedures,  we  found  no  in¬ 
stances  where  States  were  giving  priority  to  applicants  in 
risk  and/or  host  areas. 

Most  States  allocate  less 
tTian  fcwo-thirds  €o~locals 

CPG  1-3  also  requires  that  States  distribute  at  least 
two-thirds  of  their  EMA  grant  allocation  to  local  subgrant¬ 
ees — a  rule  which  must  be  met  unless  a  waiver  is  approved  by  a 
FEMA  Regional  Director.  According  to  FEMA  data,  30  of  50 
States,  or  60  percent,  distributed  less  than  two-thirds  of  the 
total  State  EMA  allocation  to  localities.  The  data,  however. 
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fail  to  show  how  many  of  these  States  had  requested  a  waiver 
of  the  one-third  to  two-thirds  requirement,  of  the  four 
States  we  reviewed  that  did  not  meet  the  one- third  to  two- 
thirds  requirement,  only  one  requested  a  waiver. 

Of  the  six  FEMA  regional  offices  visited,  two  have  ap¬ 
proved  waiver  requests  from  state  agencies  that  retain  more 
than  one-third  of  the  ENA  allocation.  An  official  at  one  of 
the  regional  offices  stated  that  his  region  does  not  require  a 
specific  request  for  waiver  because  he  considers  approval  of 
the  State's  Annual  Submission  tantamount  to  approving  the  rate 
of  distribution.  Another  FEMA  regional  official  said  that  he 
perceived  the  one-third  to  two-thirds  regulation  to  be  guid¬ 
ance  only,  and  another  regional  official  stated  that  there  is 
little  FEMA  can  do  if  a  state  decides  to  retain  more  than  one- 
third  of  the  EMA  allocation.  Additionally,  a  number  of  State 
officials  stated  that  they  interpreted  this  regulation  to  be 
guidance  only.  The  recent  General  Counsel  opinion,  which 
affirmed  that  these  distribution  provisions  are  mandatory,  but 
flexible,  may  promote  more  consistency  in  the  application  of 
this  distribution  requirement.  FEMA  has  also  recently  adopted 
standards  to  be  used  in  evaluating  requests  for  waivers  of 
this  requirement,  which  may  also  improve  the  administration  of 
this  provision. 


Priority  funding  is  not 
provided  to  subgrantee's 
who  meet  the  minimum 
staffing  standard 


The  final  regulation  regarding  how  States  allocate  funds 
to  their  subgrantees  requires  that  States  give  priority  fund¬ 
ing  to  local  civil  defense  organizations  that  meet  the  minimum 
staffing  standard  set  forth  in  the  "Standards  For  Local  Civil 
Preparedness"  (CPG  1-5).  This  guide  is  prepared  by  FEMA  to 
assist  local  civil  defense  coordinators  in  developing  their 
civil  defense  capability.  The  staffing  standard  in  this  guide 
appears  as  follows: 

Population  Equivalent  Full-Time 

(Approximate)  professional  positions 


Over  1,000,000 
500,000  to  1,000,000 
250,000  to  500,000 
100,000  to  250,000 
50  to  100,000 
25  to  50,000 
15  to  25,000 
5  to  15,000 
Under  5,000 


15  to  40 
6  to  15 
4  to  6 
3  to  5 
2  to  3 
1  1/2  to  2 
1  to  1  1/2 
1/2  to  1 
1/5  to  1/2 


The  meaning  of  this  regulation  is  by  no  means  self-evi¬ 
dent.  The  term  "priority  funding"  is  not  defined.  Therefore, 
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it  is  not  clear  whether  this  ••ana  that  all  local  jurisdic¬ 
tions  asating  this  standard  must  ba  fundad  at  thair  full  re- 
quastad  amount  prior  to  othara  receiving  anything,  or  whether 
it  aaans  that  tha  priority  fundad  locals  aust  receive  soaa 
funding  amount  first.  Furthermore,  it  is  not  claar  whathar 
voluntaar  parsonnal  can  ba  countad  toward  aaating  tha  minimum 
staffing  standard.  Thssa  factors,  coupled  with  tha  fact  that 
tha  standards  ara  specifically  subject  to  reasonable  adapta¬ 
tion  to  meat  local  needs,  inject  considerable  uncertainty 
about  what  this  regulation  actually  requires. 

Nona  of  tha  10  States  wa  visited  addressed  these  stan¬ 
dards  in  thair  State- to-local  distribution  procedures  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  1981.  EMA  Program  officials  at  tha  PENA  regional 
offices  ware  likewise  not  addressing  tha  priority  funding  reg¬ 
ulation  in  thair  approval  or  disapproval  of  States'  applica¬ 
tions  for  ENA  funds.  Only  one  state  wa  visited  has  taken 
actions  to  actually  apply  tha  numerical  staffing  standards  in 
distributing  its  fiscal  year  1982  allocation. 

As  a  result  of  our  review,  the  PENA  Assistant  General 
Counsel  for  planning  and  Preparedness  issued  an  opinion  which 
states  that  the  priority  funding  requirement  la  binding  on  the 
States.  The  opinion  further  explains,  however,  that  because 
of  the  statement  that  standards  are  "general  guidance  subject 
to  reasonable  adaptation  to  meet  local  needs,"  a  PENA  Regional 
Director  can  waive  the  requirement  upon  determining  that  a 
local  government  below  the  staffing  standard  has  met  certain 
specified  conditions. 

Legitimate  concerns  could  also  be  raised  regarding  the 
potential  burdens  and  costs  that  could  be  imposed  on  the  in¬ 
tergovernmental  system  if  States'  adherence  to  the  numerical 
staffing  standards  were  consistently  required,  it  could  be 
argued  that  the  regulation  requiring  priority  funding  based  on 
the  staffing  standards  could  penalise  the  more  efficient  local 
governments  who  are  able  to  maintain  or  increase  their  per¬ 
formance  with  less  staff. 

This  situation  may  have  recently  occurred  in  the  State  of 
Washington,  specifically,  the  city  and  county  of  Spokane, 
which  maintained  separate  civil  defense  organisations  prior  to 
1979,  decided  to  consolidate  these  operations.  As  a  result, 
they  were  able  to  reduce  their  staff  sise  from  five  and  one- 
fifth  to  three  full-time  staff.  This  action  moved  them  below 
the  staffing  standard  applicable  to  their  population.  Because 
the  State  of  Washington  decided  to  fund  fiscal  year  1982  SNA 
applicants  on  the  basis  of  the  numerical  staffing  standards, 
this  city/county  EMA  applicant  will  receive  only  23  percent  of 
its  EMA  budget  request  while  another  county  comparable  in  pop¬ 
ulation  will  receive  50  percent  of  its  budget  request  because 
it  meets  the  staffing  standard,  as  applied  by  the  State. 
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Additionally*  strict  enforcement  of  ths  numerical  staf¬ 
fing  standards  could  also  distort  ths  distribution  of  ENA 
funds  away  from  jurisdictions  with  a  high  lsvsl  of  civil  de¬ 
fense  need  that  are  either  unwilling  or  unable  to  raise  suffi¬ 
cient  resources  for  the  kind  of  operation  contemplated  by  the 
staffing  standards.  At  a  ties  of  general  budgetary  retrench¬ 
ment  in  the  public  sector*  the  existence  of  the  numerical 
staffing  standards  could  be  viewed  as  unwise. 

These  concerns  thus  not  only  cast  doubt  on  the  desirabil¬ 
ity  of  Maintaining  P8MA  regulations  regarding  staffing  stan¬ 
dards  but  may  also  explain  why  PENA  and  the  States  apply  thee 
in  the  way  they  have.  Yet*  if  a  regulation  is  impractical  or 
is  otherwise  deeawd  to  be  inappropriate*  it  should  be  revised 
or  eliminated  rather  then  disregarded.  PENA  is  now  taking 
steps  to  eliminate  the  existing  priority  funding  provision. 

Aggregate  matching  offers 
the  potential  for  improved 
targeting 

The  Civil  Defense  Act  requires  the  States*  as  the  primary 
grantees*  to  natch  the  Federal  ENA  contribution  dollar  for 
dollar  on  a  statewide  basis.  Local  governments*  however*  need 
not  provide  this  natch  as  long  as  the  State  satisfies  the 
matching  requirement  in  the  aggregate.  According  to  PENA  of¬ 
ficials*  however*  all  states  were  requiring  each  local  juris¬ 
diction  to  provide  dollar  for  dollar  matching  in  order  to 
receive  any  ENA  funding.  This  application  of  the  matching 
requirement  tends  to  prevent  those  local  jurisdictions*  unable 
or  unwilling  to  provide  the  necessary  resources*  from  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  ENA  Program. 

in  our  1977  report  entitled  *Civil  Defense!  Are  Federal* 
State*  and  Local  Governments  prepared  for  Nuclear  Attack** 
(LCD-76-464,  Aug.  8,  1977),  we  found  that*  because  of  the 
matching  requirement*  ENA  funds  were  not  being  distributed  in 
accordance  with  national  priorities.  This  conclusion  was 
based  on  the  fact  that  some  jurisdictions  in  high  risk  cate¬ 
gories  did  not  participate  in  the  ENA  Program  because  they  did 
not  obtain  matching  funds*  but  many  jurisdictions  considered 
to  be  a  low  risk  from  nuclear  attack  effects  were  receiving 
funds. 


Our  current  review  of  the  ENA  program  indicates  that  the 
matching  requirement  is  continuing  to  distort  the  application 
of  the  intent  of  the  national  ENA  formula.  For  example*  on 
the  basis  of  our  discussions  with  various  State  officials*  we 
identified  at  least  90  local  jurisdictions  that  were  not  re¬ 
ceiving  ENA  funds  because  they  were  unable  or  unwilling  to 
provide  matching  funds.  A  number  of  these  localities  were 
considered  risk  and/or  host  jurisdictions. 


•  - 
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According  to  •  PENA  hiidqutrtm  program  official,  each 
local  jurisdiction  la  not  raqulrad  to  lndapandantly  match  lta 
ENA  fund  allocation,  Bather,  tha  matching  raqulramant  can  ba 
aatiafiad  if  mat  in  tha  aggragata  on  a  statewide  baala.  Thus, 
tha  State,  for  example,  could  allow  aoma  local  jurisdictions 
to  participate  with  althar  no  local  match  or  a  local  match 
balow  50  percent  aa  long  aa  other  local  jurisdictions  or  tha 
State  lteelf  provide  aufflclant  raaourcaa  ao  that,  in  tha  ag¬ 
gragata,  tha  total  amount  of  State  and  local  raaourcaa  at 
laaat  aguala  tha  ENA  allocation  to  that  State. 

Although  wa  did  not  attempt  to  quantify  tha  potential 
available  for  lncreaaed  participation  through  aggragata  match¬ 
ing,  tha  potential  nevertheleaa  estate  and  could  ba  realised 
without  imposing  additional  burdens  on  any  recipients  by  in¬ 
cluding  local  spending  that  already  exceeds  the  50-percent 
match  raqulrad  for  ENA.  A  number  of  local  jurisdictions  al¬ 
ready  contribute  local  resources  far  in  excess  of  the  SO-per- 
cent  match,  while  others  do  not  participate  in  ENA  because 
they  cannot  or  will  not  provide  the  match,  for  example,  dur¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  1581  the  oounties  of  Ohio  and  opshur  and  the 
city  of  Charleston,  Nest  Virginia,  overmatched  their  SNA  al¬ 
location  by  538,083,  while  several  host  jurisdictions  such  as 
Clay,  Lincoln,  Braxton,  and  Nirt  oounties  did  not  participate 
in  the  ENA  Program  because,  according  to  state  officials,  they 
were  unable  to  meet  the  matching  requirement,  in  another 
case,  Norfolk,  Virginia,  indicated  it  overmatched  its  558,176 
ENA  allocation  by  5800,000.  Thus,  assuming  additional  Federal 
funds  were  available,  the  States  could  use  the  existing  over¬ 
match  to  fund  additional  local  jurisdictions  and/or  increase 
the  level  of  funding  for  existing  participants. 

CONCLUSIONS 

.  ^  rro*  Pederal  perspective,  it  is  important  that  ENA 

funds  are  targeted  to  jurisdictions  most  critical  to  the  na¬ 
tional  civil  defense  effort.  This  interest  is  reflected  in 
the  Pederal  Civil  Defense  Act,  which  requires  that  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  Ena  funds  from  the  Pederal  Government  to  the  States 
be  based  in  part  on  the  presence  of  critical  civil  defense 
areas  within  the  States. 

The  intent  of  this  formula,  however,  is  frustrated  be¬ 
cause  states  do  not  use  needs-based  formulas  to  further  dis¬ 
tribute  the  funds  to  local  governments.  Nether,  States  gen¬ 
erally  use  a  discretionary  grant  award  process  which  primarily 
relies  on  the  interest  and  initiative  of  local  governments  to 
apply  for  funds,  regardless  of  their  relative  civil  defense 
needs.  Also,  a  number  of  local  governments  are  unable  or 
unwilling  to  provide  a  50-percent  match.  As  a  result,  many 
local  governments  in  host  or  risk  areas  do  not  participate  in 
the  ENA  Program.  At  the  same  time,  a  number  of  other  local 
governments  that  are  not  in  critical  civil  defense  host  or 
risk  areas  are  receiving  ENA  funding. 
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These  ENA  targeting  problems  can  reduce  the  tff«ctiv*n«s< 
of  the  Notion' ■  nuclear  defense  preparedness  of forts.  Our 
fieldwork  tsnds  to  support  PENA's  own  conclusion  thst  juris* 
dictions  not  receiving  ENA  funds  srs  generally  not  ss  Mil 
prspsrsd  for  nuclear  sttsck  ss  ENA  psrticipsnts.  Furthermore, 
ths  offset ivsnsss  of  PENA's  Nuclssr  Civil  protection  Program, 
which  funds  ststss  to  prspsr#  crisis  rslocstion  plans  for 
nuclssr  war,  hinges  on  the  cooperation  received  f roe  local 
emergency  sense see nt  officials. 


Since  ieproved  targeting  could  involve  reallocation  of 
funds  aeong  local  oovernments,  States  that  atteept  to  change 
their  intrastate  distribution  of  ENA  funds  could  face  fore id- 
able  political  obstacles.  We  believe  that  stronger  guidance 
f roe  PENA  is  not  only  necessary  for  States  to  succeed  in  these 
efforts  but  also  appropriate  since  ieproved  targeting  enhances 
the  Pederal  civil  defense  effort.  At  present,  PENA  devotes 
little  or  no  oversight  attention  to  assuring  that  States  dis¬ 
tribute  ENA  funds  to  local  recipients  in  critical  civil  de¬ 
fense  jurisdictions.  Although  it  is  presently  taking  steps  to 
improve  enforcement  of  its  requirements  for  States  to  distri¬ 
bute  two-thirds  of  the  funds  to  local  recipients,  enforcement 
of  this  regulation  alone  will  not  address  the  targeting  prob¬ 
lems  identified,  unless  PENA  requires  States  to  distribute 
funds  to  local  areas  on  the  basis  of  national  criteria  through 
such  means  as  a  formula,  we  do  not  believe  that  better  target¬ 
ing  of  ENA  funds  will  ensue. 

Better  targeting  may  also  occur  if  the  matching  require¬ 
ment  is  administered  differently  by  the  States.  At  present, 
matching  discourages  participate*  of  sow  critical  local  gov¬ 
ernments  because  States  require  each  participating  jurisdic¬ 
tion  to  provide  a  50- percent  match  from  its  own  resources. 
Although  State  officials  have  the  fleslbillty  to  provide  for 
the  match  in  the  aggregate  on  a  statewide  basis  rather  than 
require  each  local  recipient  to  separately  provide  the  natch, 
PENA  has  not  advised  the  states  of  this  fletlbility  or  encour¬ 
aged  them  to  use  it. 


We  believe  that  stronger  PENA  encouragement  and  oversight 
of  these  targeting  issues  is  called  for,  especially  during  the 
neat  several  fiscal  years  of  projected  budgetary  increases 
planned  for  this  program.  Due  to  the  diversity  among  the 
States,  it  would  be  unwise  to  impose  any  new  uniform  nation¬ 
wide  distribution  mandates  on  the  States.  Yet  PENA  could  do 
more  to  stimulate  State  actions  to  Improve  the  targeting  of 
ENA  funds.  We  believe  that  better  targeting  will  result  if 
PENA  takes  a  more  active  oversight  role. 


The  Director  of  PENA  should  require  each  State  as  a  part 
of  its  SNA  Annual  Submission  tot 
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—Identify  those  local  jurisdictions  la  critical  civil 
dafaoaa  araaa  that  do  not  participate  la  the  SNA 
Prop ran. 

— Address  •pacifically  how  the  State  plaaa  to  attaia 
participation  of  thoaa  local  povsmnsnta  throuph  aooh 
aaaaa  aa  a  ary  lap  the  PH  eat  eh  lap  repair— nt  within 
the  Stata*  adopt  lap  Stata  diatrlbatioa  fomulaa  aa 
too la  to  ancourapa  deal rad  partlcipatioa  patterns* 
and/or  piviap  priority  f undine  oonaidarat ion  to  ) aria- 
diet  ions  in  critical  civil  defease  araaa. 

The  Director  of  PtMA  should  review  each  State's  Aaaoal 
Soeeission  to  ensure  that  af forte  are  be lop  eade  to  food  local 
jar I edict iona  critical  to  the  national  civil  defence  effort. 


In  a  September  17*  1SS2*  letter  ooonentiap  on  a  draft  of 
this  report*  laee  app.  Ill)  the  Director  of  PVh  referred  to 
"conflict inp  aipnals •  the  apsney  baa  received  within  the  past 
year,  ha  said  that  Conpreaa  recently  ohanpsd  the  SNA  foroula 
to  the  States  to  include  tarpetlnp  to  areas  which  nay  be  af¬ 
fected  by  natural  disasters  in  addition  to  the  other  fonMla 
alaoants.  Aa  a  result*  nuclear  attack  "risk"  and  *— t"  araaa 
are  no  lonpar  the  only  areas  to  which  SNA  funds  should  be  tar- 
pated. 

Althoupn  the  report  k  Host  rates  how  IMA  funds  bypaaa  risk 
and  host  areas*  our  racouuendat loo  seeks  to  better  assure  that 
SNA  funds  era  tar pet ad  to  critical  civil  defense  areas*  how¬ 
ever  they  are  defined  by  the  Oonpresa.  Our  aaln  point  is  that 
the  intent  of  the  national  foroula  for  diatr that lop  IMA  funds 
to  critical  civil  defense  areas  can  only  be  partially  achieved 
by  PtMA's  distribution  foroula  to  the  States.  Tarpetlnp  can 
only  be  folly  achieved  if  the  States*  In  turn*  reoopnise  na¬ 
tional  criteria  in  their  distribution  of  IMA  funds  to  local 
povernoents.  Since  the  States  we  visited  do  not  peoerally  use 
a  distribution  process  or  foroula  lnoorporatlnp  the  national 
criteria*  the  intent  of  the  national  foroula  is  frustrated  and 
IMA  funds  often  do  not  reach  critical  civil  defense  areas. 

The  Director  also  said  that  nonparticipation  by  local 
jurisdictions  in  critical  civil  defense  areas  is  due  to  fac¬ 
tors  beyond  PtMA's  control.  Oe  spree  that  jurisdictions  in 
critical  civil  defense  areas  cannot  be  forced  to  accept  SNA 
funds,  nevertheless*  we  believe  thet  creator  pert icipat ion  by 
these  jurisdictions  could  be  encoureped  if  our  recoooendat ion 
is  adopted.  Wider  use  of  foraulas  by  the  States  Incorporating 
national  tarpetlnp  criteria  could*  at  least*  assure  that  jur¬ 
isdictions  in  critical  civil  defense  areas  will  have  the  first 
opportunity  to  participate  in  the  prop ran.  tn  contrast*  the 


dlwmiowry  award  proe«u  wrrwily  *ic#4  by  aott  Sut*«  du« 

tribitti  foods*  of  too  oo  a  f  irst-cone-f  irst-sarvad  M«i«.  to 

tltOM  )  art  edict  ions  otto  sufficient  end  initiative  to 

apply  irrespective  of  toeir  location  in  critical  civil  defense  | 

areas.  Because  internal  political  opposition  to  cnenqe*  in 

State  distribution  procedures  can  be  eapected*  we  believe  that 

stronger  fUU  outdance  is  necessary  for  States  to  succeed. 

Since  improved  State  tarqetinq  would  e finance  tne  federal  civil 
defense  effort  by  better  assuring  that  tne  funds  reach  criti¬ 
cal  civil  defense  jurisdictions*  we  also  believe  that  stronger  | 

PIMA  outdance  to  tne  States  is  appropriate. 

finally*  ff*A  indicates  tnat  it  net  no  control  over  the 
inability  or  willingness  of  local  jurisdictions  to  provide  the 
50-percent  non- federal  oaten  required  for  participation.  Tat* 
tnis  barrier  to  participation  could  be  rewoved  for  sons  Juris-  I 

dictions  if  PIMA  encoureqed  the  States  to  oaten  CMS  funds  in 
tne  aqqreqate*  rather  than  reauir inq  each  local  participant  to 
provide  the  50-percent  batch  from  local  resources,  Althouqh 
current  law  permit s  States  to  provide  for  the  natch  on  an 
aqqreqate  statewide  basis*  States  are  not  prect let nq  this  at 
present*  nor  has  fins  encoureqed  States  to  adopt  this  prec-  • 

t Ice.  While  fins  aqrees  that  aqqreqate  oatchtnq  is*  in 
theory*  a  worthy  suqqest ion*  it  indicates  that  this  would 
force  sons  Jurisdictions  to  increase  their  costs  to  support 
other  Jurisdictions  that  do  not  provide  a  natch. 

Aqqreqate  netchlnq  need  not  impose  additional  burdens  on  • 

any  participant.  A  number  of  local  Jurisdictions  already  re¬ 
port  the  spend  Inq  of  local  funds  far  in  escesa  of  the  amount 
needed  to  satisfy  the  50-percent  natch  for  OlA.  States  could 
use  this  as  1st  inq  overmatch  from  sons  jurisdictions  to  reduce 
or  selectively  eliminate  the  natch  for  other  jurisdictions 
with  a  stronq  need  for  this  proqran.  • 

m«A  also  suqqeats  that  the  output  of  Jurisdictions  not 
provldinq  a  match  will  not  be  beneficial  to  the  proqran*  since 
they  presumably  would  be  reluctant  participants.  We  eqree 
that  the  provision  of  local  funds  evidences  a  commitment  to 
the  proqran  which  could  lead  to  better  proqran  overslqht  by  • 

local  neneqenent  officials.  Wowever*  the  absence  of  local 
funds  does  not  necessarily  indicate  a  wee*  local  commitment* 
but  rather  nay  stem  from  an  inability  to  provide  the  funds  by 
fiscally  pressed  Jurisdictions,  further*  even  if  the  local 
commitment  is  Initially  not  stronq  enooqh  to  qenerate  local 
resources  for  the  proqran*  it  is  quite  possible  that  once  the  • 

community  beqins  to  participate  in  the  AM*  Proqran  the  local 
commitment  and  funds  nay  follow.  Aqqreqate  match  inq  would 
permit  States  to  try  this  approach  to  encouraqe  participation 
of  reluctant  communities  in  critical  civil  defense  areas. 

me  also  received  comments  on  e  draft  of  this  report  from  * 

the  t he n-Di rector  of  the  Snohomish  County,  wash inq ton,  Oe- 
pertment  of  fnerqency  Services,  who  was  also  a  Vice  President 
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of  th#  O.t.  Civil  Pvt— —  CoMfil.  H  ^dmt«4  ini  «<*•  re¬ 
port  vorifivd  Hie  Mrlttr  come  vioav  #t  PCM  roouUtioov 
fovtmiaf  ftoto  iiiiribitm  01  i  4«  to  loc«l  vmr«iMi« 
Mft  ifAorvd  m  «U  Imli. 


fbl*  eMpttr  addrtMH  Uw  oonetra  ufr««Md  Dy  Conartu* 
ma  Swift  iMt  rtNA  *nd  im  Iuim  hm  (iiltd  to  NUblltii 
adequate  MeewMBility  procedure*  to  moot*  toot  IMS  foods 
m  oood  for  civil  dofcooo  or  iwirftaey  nonoqensnt  pacpom. 

Little  MMMMt  nl«u  that  IMA  food*  are  be  in?  wood  by 
local  recipient*  to  support  Federal  or  Stoto  civil  dcfoo««  cod 
werpency  MMfMMt  otjMtivH.  Oar  review  obowod  th*t  loeel 
recipient*  were  not  be  lop  held  eoooooteble  for  ecblevloe  m* 
tlooel  civil  defence  objective*,  rw'i  pr leery  bed*  for 
eccowotebility  rented  witb  detemietoq  wbetner  BM  food*  wore 
weed  to  support  loeel  civil  defense  pereoooel  end  adninistra- 
tlve  coete  reteer  toon  wnet  toe  food*  ectoelly  *coonpll*bed. 
Althouqh  we  oqree  toot  toe  Pederel  Ooverooeot  eboold  encore 
toot  or** tee*  spend  fond*  for  toe  purpose  Appropriated,  we 
believe  tOet  foil  eecoonteoillty  for  toe  o*e  of  tOe*e  food* 
con  only  be  eetebl leoed  if  ran  *l*o  taxes  *tep*  to  ***ore 
toot  qrsotees  neet  specific  proqron  objective*. 

A*  toe  cm  proqron  le  presently  nonoqed.  ?r an tees  defloe 
toelr  ot»  objective*  or  proposed  acconpl i sonant*.  Althouqh 
ftKA  M«  published  specific  objective*  end  standard*  Uot 
ccold  drive  toe  developnent  of  tocel  pleo*  end  pro? ran*  in 
eccordeoce  wit*  eetlooel  objective**  it  doe*  not  require  Dot 
they  be  eddte**ed  by  loeel  applicants.  tt  this  proqrao  1*  to 
op qrsde  toe  cepeclty  of  loeel  civil  defence  orqsni ration*  or 
to  eetsbell  tOeee  tocel  reeowree*  to  support  other  fCOA  pro* 
qrsn  objective*,  then  cone  national  objective*  end /'or  stun* 
derd*  should  be  eppl  led  to  ******  *nd  per  hep*  direct  this 
cepeclty. 

Motional  objective*  or  steoderd*.  however.  should  he 
Applied  In  •  flexible  Conner  to  reflect  the  diversity  of 
unique  locol  condition*  exist!*?  throw? hoot  the  country.  Ac* 
coedlnqly.  the  prioory  responsibility  for  xpptyin?  national 
objective*  or  *tood*fd*  should  be  vested  with  the  States,  who 
would  be  *ble  to  flexibly  apply  thee  to  reooqniee  unique  locol 
copucities  end  eoerqency  vulnerabilities. 


tnt  FISCAL  APPMOAC*  TO 

mMMtittrtr — 


jjggsggrCTT^raffgp 


Conqressnen  Swift's  concern  whether  Federal 

and  State  accountability  controls  were  adequate  to  assure  that 


KMA  funds  Mere  not  used  (or  purposes  other  than  civil  de¬ 
fense.  Specifically*  it  was  felt  that  controls  were  inade¬ 
quate  to  assure  that  local  government  officials  who  serve  as 
part-time  civil  defense  coordinators  are  in  fact  devoting  the 
appropriate  amount  of  time  to  civil  defense  planning  and  pre¬ 
paredness  . 

The  primary  approach  used  by  PENA  to  assure  accountabil¬ 
ity  for  the  DU  program  has  been  to  verify  that  recipients  in 
fact  have  spent  the  level  of  effort  they  initially  proposed. 
This  fiscal  accountability  approach*  however,  cannot  by  itself 
effectively  promote  full  accountability  for  the  use  of  funds. 

It  is  difficult*  if  not  impossible*  for  rENA  and  the 
States  to  verify  whether  grantees  are  spending  ail  funds 
solely  for  this  purpose.  Even  if  this  could  be  determined*  we 
do  not  believe  that  the  level  of  effort  devoted  to  the  program 
is*  by  itself*  a  good  indicator  of  State  and  local  civil  de¬ 
fense  performance. 


of  effort 


mm  *  m  a 


recipient  level 
Ts  “ft  (( l  cult 


POl*  ha*  primarily  relied  on  a  fiscal  approach  to  assur¬ 
ing  accountability  for  the  OUt  Program  which  seeks  to  verify 
that  local  recipients  actually  devote  a  level  of  staff  effort 
to  the  program  In  accordance  with  their  initial  funding  pro¬ 
posals.  Yet  it  Is  difficult  for  POUt  to  hold  local  recipients 
accountable  tor  devoting  a  certain  level  of  effort  to  the  ema 
Program  due  to  the  Inherent  limitations  on  outside  verifica¬ 
tion  of  personnel  time. 


PENA’s  fiscal  account¬ 
ability  approach 

PtNA  requires  local  DU  applicants  to  submit  and  revise 
as  necessary  emergency  operations  plans  that  meet  PENA  plan¬ 
ning  standards  as  a  condition  tor  receiving  ENA  funds.  Beyond 
this*  however*  It  has  viewed  the  primary  purpose  of  ENA  as 
funding  the  personnel  and  administrative  expenses  of  State  and 
local  jurisdictions  for  civil  defense.  It  generally  has  not 
established  programmatic  objectives  for  ENA  recipients  to  meet 
in  connection  with  the  expenditure  of  funds  for  civil  defense. 


Although  PENA  recognises  that  it  has  the  authority  to 
require  ENA  recipients  to  achieve  national  objectives  or  stan¬ 
dards*  the  primary  basis  of  Pederai  accountability  for  the  use 
of  ENA  funds  has  been  the  determination  that  personnel  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  for  civil  defense  purposes  are,  in  fact, 
incurred.  PENA  accomplishes  this  by  first  requiring  local 
applicants  to  submit  annual  staffing  patterns  specifying  the 
time  to  be  devoted  by  each  funded  local  ENA  employee.  This 
staffing  pattern  serves  as  the  basi9  for  reimbursements  from 
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CM  ItciM.  TIM  distribution  r«cor4i  to  support  tM  r«l»- 
NfMUCAl  SMI  SO  M  MlntSlMd . 

tmleee  par  iodic  dee*  Mtfui  oro  porfocMd  on  mci  tw- 
faadod  MltlAMli  It  le  difficult  if  not  tspoiiUU  for 
fiiCM  «•  —oro  nw  CMC  loeol  fOf  recent#  iff  not  d  Ivor  tin? 
IM  f— e  CO  —pore  Of  Mr  aonooorpancy  pro*  root,  ttoto  off  i- 
nolo  ococod  CMC«  —  CM  opt  cim  ood  attendance  records  oro 
eolotel— •  ic  to  otlll  difficult  to  datarnin*  weather  local 
M  fund#  *re  oo im  d Ivor cod  owey  free  civil  defense.  At  « 
recoil*  toco  •tetee  do  ooc  roly  oololy  oo  cim  ood  at condones 
vocordo  ooc  mo  otoor  foroo  of  ooooroocoo  to  dotoct  loeol  di¬ 
vot*  loo  of  effort  coco  oo  colopoooo  coo toot.  vlolto  oy  field 
coordinators*  proof  oo  paper  review*  ood  cm  oooitorloo  of 
ot tendance  oc  eeetnly  aroo  Motives,  nose  ttoto  officials 
opt—*  sowovof «  toot  proper  opplicot loo  of  mo  funds  is  dif¬ 
ficult  to  verify. 

ffM  f  op  loeol  otoff  ooooors  —  official*  of  rcfto's  fo- 
apoctor  Goner  *1  'a  off  lee  felt  toot  tMir  office#  coo  do  very 
little  to  proven*  im  d  leers  loo  of  Ml  foods  because  tney  bove 
mooepwote  stoff  eepeoiilties.  nit's  Inspector  General  also 
ttoted  toot  even  if  otoff  wore  oeoiloolo  to  properly  —it 
financial  report#  ood  oiliiopo*  too  oeiy  «oy  Mo  office  could 
ensure  toot  divers  loo  10  eot  too  top  piece  is  to  per  fore  peri¬ 
odic  deso  —its  of  Ml- f waded  petition*.  pwrtMraore*  to* 
inspector  General  cooroctori—  too  Ml  Pro* ran  oa  *alaoat 
inpossibla  to  —lt#  oecouae  it  ooo  oo  substantive  post*  of 
Its  own  but  retoer  foods  oo  edoioi steel  lee  systeo  to  support 
ether  federal  —  Stats  civil  defense  proceeds. 

Level  of  effort  iso 
tie  lied  indicator "of 
propro*  o— MflsSoot 

Sven  if  it  vote  possible  or  feasible  to  verify  the  amount 
of  tine  IM  recipients  devote  to  civil  defense  prepsredness* 
tbe  level  of  effort  devoted  is  e  1  lotted  indicator  of  tbe 
duality  of  tne  various  MO- funded  pro* ran* .  rw*  end  State 
officials  oenerally  setae  that  tbe  duality  of  plana  and  pro- 
4tw#s  are  not  e  function  of  tbe  ado  not  of  tide  or  effort  spent 
r»*  CM  coordinators  or  uhetbet  tbe  personnel  are  full-tine* 
part-tiae*  or  volunteer,  tatber*  tbe  dedication  and  person¬ 
ality  of  tbe  local  coordinator  and  uortin*  relationships  with 
others  in  tbe  cowsuoity  are  tbe  dost  teportant  variables  that 
predict  a  pood  civil  defense  proetaw.  f>«r  own  field  wort  sup¬ 
ports  this  view. 


Part-timers  versus  full-timers 


A  recent  FEMA  study  showed  that  there  were  1,023  full- 
time  coordinators,  1,381  part-time  coordinators,  and  110  vol¬ 
unteer  coordinators  during  fiscal  year  1979.  Our  review  at 
the  various  local  EMA-funded  jurisdictions  Indicated  that  the 
plans  and  programs  of  part-time  funded  EMA  jurisdictions  were 
generally  no  better  or  worse  than  those  of  full-time  EMA- 
funded  jurisdictions.  Using  FEMA's  "Standards  For  Local  Civil 
Defense  Preparedness"  (CPG-1-5)  as  criteria,  we  reviewed  26 
local  emergency  operations  plans  in  two  States.  We  found  ex¬ 
cellent*  good,  and  poor  emergency  operations  plans  for  part- 
time  and  full-time  EMA-funded  jurisdictions. 

FEMA  and  State  officials  generally  believed  that  the 
quality  of  local  civil  defense  programs  is  not  related  to  the 
full  or  part-time  status  of  the  local  program  coordinator. 

They  believe  the  quality  of  plans  and  programs  depends  more  on 
the  personality  and  initiative  of  the  individual  coordinator, 
local  politics,  relationships  with  other  emergency  groups  such 
as  the  police  and  fire  departments,  and  relationships  with  the 
local  governing  body. 


Use  of 
l'oca~ 


r sonne 1  in  other 


FEMA  regulations  specifically  allow  the  use  of  EMA  funds 
to  defray  a  portion  of  the  salary  cost  of  civil  defense  per¬ 
sonnel  who  also  serve  in  departments  of  a  State  or  local  gov¬ 
ernment  other  than  emergency  management.  Of  the  19  local  jur- 
ladlctlons  we  visited  in  which  the  EMA-funded  civil  defense 
coordinators  serve  on  a  part-time  basis,  16  maintained  other 
local  government  positions.  For  example,  the  coordinators 
also  served  as  policemen,  flreiMin,  director  of  public  safety, 
school  principal,  and  city  manager. 

Uniformed  service  personnel  who  serve  as  civil  defense 
coordinators  generally  believed  that  because  of  the  relation¬ 
ship  of  their  duties  to  civil  defense,  they  were  probably  as 
well  qualified  as  full-time  coordinators  to  carry  out  their 
civil  defense  duties  in  emergency  situations.  For  example,  a 
county  government  within  the  State  of  Washington  recently 
placed  civil  defense  coordination  responsibilities  under  its 
sheriff's  department  in  order  to  obtain  stability  and  control 
over  civil  defense  activities.  The  part-time  civil  defense 
coordinator,  who  also  works  for  the  sheriff's  department,  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  functions  of  law  enforcement  and  emergency 
service  coordination  are  very  cospatible. 
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SPORADIC  AND  WEAK  OVERSIGHT 
OP  EMA  ACHIEVEMENTS 

[  PEMA  can  beat  assure  full  EMA  accountability  by  assessing 

what  grantees  are  in  fact  accomplishing  with  the  funds  pro¬ 
vided.  However,  because  existing  Federal  criteria  and 
guidance  are  generally  not  used  to  direct  local  EMA  program 
proposals  or  accomplishments,  it  is  difficult  to  ascertain 
whether  EMA  funds  are  contributing  to  a  meaningful  civil 
!  defense  effort.  Furthermore,  because  program  monitoring  at 

the  Federal  and  State  levels  is  weak  and  sporadic,  evaluation 
of  grantee  accomplishments  is  ineffective.  As  a  result,  there 
is  little  assurance  that  EMA  funds  are  being  used  to  either 
build  an  effective  civil  defense  capacity  or  to  support  the 
various  programmatic  objectives  of  other  FEMA  programs  in 
I  which  States  participate. 

Local  recipients  define 
their  own  objectives  for 
the  use  of  EMA  funds 

Many  States  and  FEMA  regions  do  not  apply  explicit  cri¬ 
teria  that  FEMA  has  developed  to  assess  local  actions  proposed 
in  annual  EMA  applications.  FEMA  does  not  require  local  gov¬ 
ernments  to  address  any  specific  national  programmatic  objec¬ 
tives  in  their  annual  program  papers.  Although  States  are 
required  to  assure  that  local  program  papers  are  consistent 
with  State  and  Federal  civil  defense  objectives,  some  states 
we  visited  as  well  as  PEMA  regional  officials  were  not  using 
these  criteria  in  their  review  of  local  funding  proposals.  As 
a  result,  local  governments  generally  define  their  own  objec¬ 
tives  and  accomplishments  with  minimal  Federal  and  State  guid¬ 
ance  or  control. 

Although  the  EMA  Program  is  intended  to  be  a  local  civil 
defense  capacity  building  program,  FEMA's  standards  for  asses¬ 
sing  State  and  local  organizational  capacity  (CPG  1-5)  are 
generally  not  used  by  either  FEMA  regional  or  state  officials 
to  assess  local  proposals.  Further,  although  the  EMA  Program 
is  also  viewed  as  an  aid  to  the  implementation  of  other  FEMA 
programs,  there  is  no  assurance  that  local  EMA  funding  propos¬ 
als  will  contribute  to  the  objectives  of  other  FEMA  programs. 

Development  of  local 
funding  proposals 

The  process  of  developing  a  local  EMA  application  begins 
with  the  preparation  of  an  EMA  program  paper  by  the  local  gov¬ 
ernments.  These  program  papers  identify  the  projects  and  ac¬ 
tivities  which  the  local  civil  defense  organizations  intend  to 
carry  out  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  EMA  funds  are  re¬ 
quested.  The  program  paper  must  also  address  the  following 
seven  generic  civil  defense  activities  identified  by  FEMA: 


plan  development,  training,  communications,  radiological  de¬ 
fense,  warning,  test  and  exercises,  and  public  information. 
Program  papers  must  also  show  prior  year  accomplishments. 


Aside  from  these  seven  very  broad  generic  activities, 
local  governments  generally  do  not  address  the  achievement  of 
any  specific  national  objectives,  e.g.,  support  for  floodplain 
management  measures,  within  these  general  categories.  Al¬ 
though  the  National  Program  Emphasis  Paper — the  basic  annual 
statement  of  objectives  for  each  FEMA  program — could  be  used 
as  a  vehicle  to  require  local  responsiveness  to  national  ob¬ 
jectives,  FEMA  has  decided  not  to  specify  programmatic  objec¬ 
tives  for  local  EMA  recipients  in  the  fiscal  year  1982  Na¬ 
tional  Program  Emphasis  Paper.  Rather,  the  only  national 
objectives  applied  to  local  EMA  recipients  in  this  document 
are  to  ensure  compliance  with  Federal  and  State  program  regu¬ 
lations  such  as  civil  rights  and  merit  personnel  standards, 
and  submit  local  emergency  management  progress  reports.  Be¬ 
cause  the  portion  of  the  Paper  pertaining  to  the  EMA  Program 
does  not  include  specific  programmatic  objectives.  State  and 
local  recipients  were  free  to  define  their  own. 


Although  FEMA's  fiscal  year  1983  National  Program  Empha¬ 
sis  Paper  provides  guidance  that  may  produce  more  attention  to 
specific  products  or  goals  to  be  achieved  by  EMA-funded  staff, 
this  document  does  not  provide  sufficient  assurance  that  local 
recipients  will  address  specific  national  objectives  in  pre¬ 
paring  their  program  papers.  For  example,  recipients  are  not 
required  to  accomplish  specific  emergency  management  objec¬ 
tives  including  support  for  FEMA’s  programmatic  initiatives 
funded  through  separate  assistance  agreements  with  the  State 
such  as  NCP  or  Radiological  Defense.  Rather,  recipients  are 
allowed  to  address  any  or  all  of  a  list  of  broad  civil  defense 
management  activities,  including  training,  updating  plans,  or 
supervising  response  to  emergency  situations. 


FEMA  and  State  review 
of  local  proposals 


FEMA  regional  offices  and  States  have  a  concurrent  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  review  local  EMA  program  paper  proposals. 

FEMA  regional  offices  are  responsible  for  administering  EMA 
funds  to  the  various  State  and  local  governments.  This  in¬ 
cludes  approving  or  disapproving  the  State  Administrative 
Plans  and  Annual  Submissions.  As  part  of  the  approval  pro¬ 
cess,  FEMA  also  reviews  the  State  and  local  program  papers  to 
determine  if  objectives  defined  in  the  previous  year's  program 
papers  were  significantly  accomplished. 


Prior  to  submitting  the  Annual  Submission  to  FEMA  for 
approval.  States  are  to  review  local  program  papers  to  ensure 
that  local  program  objectives  are  consistent  with  Federal  and 
State  civil  defense  objectives.  States  are  also  responsible 
for  monitoring  the  progress  of  local  EMA  recipients  to  ensure 
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that  they  are  spending  their  EMA  funds  in  accordance  with  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  regulations.  FEMA  does  not,  however,  provide 
States  with  specific  guidance  on  how  the  various  Federal  ob¬ 
jectives  are  to  be  applied  to  local  recipients,  nor  has  it 
specified  which  national  objectives  local  recipients  are  to  be 
accountable  for  achieving. 

Because  FEMA  does  not  provide  States  with  specific  cri¬ 
teria  to  be  used  in  reviewing  local  program  papers,  many 
States  have  simply  allowed  local  jurisdictions  to  define  their 
own  program  objectives.  In  four  States  we  visited,  few  or  no 
criteria  were  applied  by  States  to  evaluate  local  EMA  objec¬ 
tives  or  accomplishments.  For  example,  in  one  State  the  re¬ 
view  of  local  program  papers  is  based  on  a  judgmental  desk 
audit.  An  official  in  another  State  said  he  is  not  sure  that 
EMA  funds  are  going  for  any  specific  purpose  other  than  fund¬ 
ing  someone  who  can  be  there  to  be  called  upon  when  an  emer¬ 
gency  happens. 

On  the  other  hand,  some  States  we  visited  had  developed 
criteria  for  the  development  and  evaluation  of  local  program 
papers.  For  example,  the  State  of  Virginia's  Local  Affairs 
Division  has  developed  a  checklist  of  13  program  measures  in¬ 
cluding,  for  example,  whether  the  jurisdictions  have  written 
documents  that  identify  the  inventory  of  human  and  material 
resources  to  be  used  during  an  emergency  or  whether  the  juris¬ 
diction  has  participated  in  an  exercise  involving  the  emer¬ 
gency  operations  staff.  These  program  measures  are  to  be  used 
by  the  State's  regional  field  monitors  in  the  review  of  pro¬ 
gram  papers  and  the  evaluation  of  local  EMA  programs. 

Officials  at  three  FEMA  regional  offices  we  visited  also 
said  that  they  used  few  or  no  specific  criteria  to  review 
local  EMA  objectives  and  accomplishments.  One  FEMA  regional 
official  stated  that  the  review  of  the  program  papers  is 
nothing  more  than  a  paperwork  exercise.  A  FEMA  official  in 
another  region  stated  that  the  review  of  program  papers  has 
become  a  procedural  requirement  for  funding  rather  than  a  man¬ 
agement  tool. 

Lacking  specific  criteria,  FEMA  and  State  reviews  gener¬ 
ally  concentrate  on  ascertaining  whether  local  recipients  in 
fact  achieved  the  objectives  they  proposed  in  the  previous 
year.  Although  this  type  of  review  assures  that  grantees  will 
be  held  accountable  for  achieving  what  they  promised,  it  does 
not  necessarily  assure  that  they  will  be  held  accountable  for 
achieving  Federal  goals  and  objectives. 


Existing  criteria  are  not  used  to 
evaluate  proposals'  oV  accompITsKments 

Even  though  there  are  few  or  no  specific  criteria  being 
used  by  FEMA  regions  or  States  to  evaluate  local  EMA  objec¬ 
tives  or  accomplishments,  some  criteria  and  national  standards 
do  exist.  FEMA  has  published  a  guide  titled  "Standards  For 
Local  Civil  Preparedness"  (CPG  1-5),  and  a  Program  Status  Re¬ 
port  which  depicts  the  status  of  local  civil  defense  organiza¬ 
tions  in  relation  to  these  standards. 


The  standards,  developed  jointly  by  Federal  personnel  and 
representative  State  and  local  civil  preparedness  directors/ 
coordinators,  are  provided  as  a  basis  for  professionalizing 
and  improving  local  civil  preparedness.  They  contain  criteria 
on  the  training  and  professional  competence  needed  by  a  local 
civil  preparedness  director/coordinator  and  also  on  the  readi¬ 
ness  of  local  government  operations  in  major  emergencies  or 
disasters.  These  standards  are  offered  by  FEMA  as  guidance 
for  local.  State,  and  regional  civil  preparedness  profes¬ 
sionals  to  use  in  reviewing  program  papers.  Although  they  are 
mandatory  in  reviewing  State  and  local  emergency  operations 
plans,  they  are  not  used  in  reviewing  program  papers.  The 
table  of  contents  to  these  standards  illustrates  the  areas  of 
emergency  preparedness  covered.  (See  app.  II.) 

We  found  very  few  instances  in  which  the  States  were  us¬ 
ing  these  standards  to  review  local  program  papers.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  at  least  four  of  the  States  we  reviewed  were  not  using 
the  standards  to  evaluate  the  objectives  and  accomplishments 
cited  in  local  program  papers.  Although  emergency  operations 
plans  must  be  prepared  in  accordance  with  these  standards, 
this  does  not  provide  accountability  for  the  use  of  the  funds 
themselves  because  the  standards  and  the  plans  are  not  re¬ 
quired  to  be  used  in  the  development  of  the  local  annual  fund¬ 
ing  proposals. 

FEMA's  Program  Status  Report  (PSR)  could  be  used  as  an 
evaluation  tool  to  ascertain  where  more  intensive  oversight 
would  be  appropriate  to  achieve  specific  national  objectives. 
The  PSR  is  a  comprehensive  computerized  document  which  pro¬ 
vides  specific  data  on  the  overall  status  of  eight  elements  of 
civil  defense  readiness  in  each  local  jurisdiction,  including 
for  example,  radiological  defense,  emergency  public  informa¬ 
tion,  and  system  capability  indicators.  The  purpose  of  the 
PSR  is  to  assist  local  governments  in  the  examination  of  the 
status  of  their  emergency  readiness.  Primary  attention  is 
focused  on  preparing  for  enemy  attack  upon  the  United  States 
and  identifying  areas  needing  improvement. 

Although  the  PSR  could  be  a  valuable  aid  to  FEMA  and  the 
States  in  evaluating  local  program  papers,  we  found  very  lim¬ 
ited  use  of  this  document.  In  fact,  FEMA's  own  guidance 
states  that  the  PSR  is  provided  to  the  States  and  localities 


for  information  only  and  that  no  action  is  required  except 
that  they  are  urged  to  at  least  review  the  profile. 

In  order  for  the  PSR  to  serve  as  a  useful  management 
tool,  however,  the  quality  of  the  data  may  need  to  be  im¬ 
proved.  Data  contained  in  the  PSR  is  gathered  annually  by  the 
States.  Most  of  the  data  is  obtained  via  telephone  calls  or 
through  field  visits.  However,  the  process  is  voluntary  and 
the  data  provided  by  the  local  jurisdictions  is  not  always 
verified.  For  example,  one  jurisdiction  reported  on  its  PSR 
that  its  Emergency  Operations  Center  contained  a  communica¬ 
tions  antenna.  However,  it  was  later  discovered  that  this 
communications  antenna  was  inoperative  because  the  antenna  was 
lying  on  the  ground  unmounted. 

Other  FEMA  program  objectives 


could  be  used  as  criteria  for  EMA 

Local  EMA  proposals  could  also  be  assessed  based  on  the 
extent  to  which  local  efforts  contribute  to  other  FEMA  nuclear 
preparedness  and  disaster  planning  programs.  As  the  largest 
single  FEMA  program  funding  civil  defense  preparedness,  EMA 
provides  a  major  potential  support  capacity  to  assist  the 
other  smaller  FEMA  preparedness  programs  in  implementing 
national  goals  and  objectives  at  the  local  level.  While  most 
of  FEMA's  other  grant  programs  fund  State  governments  only, 
their  ultimate  success  hinges  on  local  government  acceptance 
and  cooperation.  For  example,  although  FEMA  funds  the  States 
to  develop  crisis  relocation  plans  through  the  Nuclear  Civil 
Protection  Program  (NCP),  the  cooperation  of  local  officials 
in  host  or  risk  areas  is  critical  to  successful  development  of 
local  plans  by  State  NCP  planners. 

FEMA  itself  has  recognized  the  important  role  of  local 
EMA-funded  coordinators  to  the  NCP  effort.  First,  it  has 
tasked  State  NCP  planners  to  involve  EMA-funded  personnel  in 
plan  development.  Similarly,  FEMA's  guidance  for  the  Radio¬ 
logical  Defense  Program  tasks  State  personnel  to  utilize  local 
EMA  coordinators  in  planning  and  implementing  radiological 
defense  programs. 

Yet  FEMA  does  not  follow  through  by  requiring  EMA  reci¬ 
pients  to  coordinate  with  the  other  programs  nor  do  their  pro¬ 
gram  papers  have  to  reflect  support  for  these  national  program 
objectives.  For  example,  FEMA  Region  V  attempted  to  require 
full-time  local  EMA  recipients  to  send  their  radiological  mon¬ 
itoring  instruments  for  retrofitting  and  recalibration  to 
regional  centers  within  the  State.  Also,  these  local  reci¬ 
pients  were  required  to  perform  operational  checks  on  the 
instruments  to  further  reduce  burdens  placed  on  the  State 
engineers  and  technicians.  It  was  expected  that  this  would 
minimize  the  costs  incurred  by  FEMA-funded  State  engineers  who 
previously  had  to  visit  each  locality  to  pick  up  and  return 
the  instruments.  However,  FEMA  regional  staff  told  us  that 
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they  were  forced  to  rescind  this  requirement  because  it  was 
their  understanding  that  PENA  headquarters  did  not  feel  that 
ENA  recipients  could  be  required  to  support  this  effort  as  a 
condition  for  funding. 

Although  PBMA  has  felt  limited  in  the  extent  to  which  EMA 
recipients  should  be  directly  required  to  contribute  to  objec¬ 
tives  of  other  programs*  they  have  changed  this  view  and  are 
considering  various  policy  options.  According  to  the  Deputy 
Associate  Director  for  State  and  Local  Programs  and  Support* 
an  option  being  considered  is  making  EMA  funding  contingent 
upon  local  participation  in  the  crisis  relocation  planning 
effort  funded  under  PBMA's  NCP  program. 

Program  monitoring  and 
verification  is  inadequate 

Even  if  specific  criteria  were  applied  in  reviewing  local 
proposals*  present  levels  of  monitoring  and  oversight  by  FEMA 
and  the  states  are  inadequate  to  verify  and  evaluate  local 
accomplishments.  Many  PBMA  and  State  officials  generally 
agree  that  unless  they  are  able  to  make  actual  onsite  visits 
to  the  local  governments*  there  is  very  little  they  can  do  to 
ensure  that  EMA  funds  are  producing  desired  results.  Accor¬ 
dingly*  local  governments  perceive  that  their  programs  are  not 
monitored  by  the  States  or  PBMA. 

State  monitoring 

We  found  that  EMA  program  monitoring  procedures  varied 
significantly  among  States.  Although  some  have*  or  are  devel¬ 
oping,  a  formal  system  to  monitor  local  grantee  performance* 
others  use  an  informal  monitoring  approach  or  use  no  monitor¬ 
ing  system  at  all. 

At  least  five  of  the  ten  states  we  reviewed  have  regional 
field  networks  of  emergency  assistance  coordinators.  These 
coordinators  assist  localities  in  developing  their  plans  and 
programs  and  in  overseeing  program  accomplishments.  Most  of 
the  five  remaining  States  have  little  contact  with  local  offi¬ 
cials.  The  lack  of  adequate  travel  resources  to  effectively 
monitor  local  programs  was  cited  as  a  reason  for  their  limited 
contact . 


The  existence  of  a  regional  field  network  within  the 
States  promotes  effective  oversight  of  the  EMA  Program.  Dur¬ 
ing  visits  to  various  local  EMA  recipients*  we  found  that 
local  perceptions  of  the  State  monitoring  effort  varied,  in 
most  of  the  States  that  have  regional  field  networks*  we  found 
that  the  State  field  representatives  generally  maintained 
frequent  contact  with  local  officials.  In  these  instances  the 
State  is  probably  well  informed  about  local  EMA  accomplish¬ 
ments. 


On  the  otter  tend*  those  States  not  using  regional  field 
networks  had  vary  Halted  aonitorlng  efforts.  Xn  our  visits 
to  local  jurisdictions  soee  officials  in  these  States  told  as 
they  had  not  received  regular  visits  froa  State  eaergency 
aanageaent  officials.  These  local  officials  sense  that  the 
States  do  not  hold  thea  accountable  for  stated  goals  and  ob¬ 
jectives.  One  local  official  stated  that  given  the  lack  of 
both  Federal  and  State  involveaent  with  local  jurisdictions, 
the  locals  are  pretty  auch  operating  on  their  own  and  doing  as 
they  please.  Another  local  official  in  another  State  noted 
that  State  officials  have  very  Halted  contact  with  hla  juris¬ 
diction  and  they  have  not  developed  a  set  of  criteria  for 
evaluating  local  perforaance. 

Yet.  the  presence  of  a  field  network  does  not*  by  itself* 
guarantee  effective  oversight.  Without  specific  SNA  prograa 
evaluation  criteria*  oversight  of  the  ENA  Prograa  la  largely 
subjective. 

PENA  aonitorlng 

FEMA  aonitorlng  of  local  ENA  recipient  perforaance  is 
Halted  to  what  one  FSNA  regional  official  describes  as  a  cur¬ 
sory  exercise.  Bach  of  the  FEHA  regional  offices  we  visited 
has  a  policy  to  review  all  local  prograa  papers  prior  to  ap¬ 
proving  each  State's  Annual  8ubaission.  Nany  PENA  officials 
felt  that*  because  their  aonitorlng  of  and  visits  to  local 
jurisdictions  are  Halted*  they  can  only  assuae  that  previous 
year  prograa  goals  were  actually  accomplished.  Wore  impor¬ 
tantly*  soee  officials  said  they  lacked  specific  criteria 
against  which  to  measure  prograa  perforaance.  One  regional 
official  said  that  his  staff  averages  two  visits  per  year  to 
State  offices  but  none  to  the  localities.  Another  official 
said  that  virtually  no  oversight  or  assessments  are  performed 
by  the  regional  offices  to  determine  what  ENA  money  is  buying 
and  that  they  primarily  depend  upon  the  States  to  aonitor 
local  ENA  perforaance  even  though  they  are  aware  that  some 
States  have  poor  aonitorlng  programs. 

The  responsibility  for  auditing  ENA  and  other  civil  de¬ 
fense  programs  rests  priaarily  with  FENA's  Inspector  General. 
According  to  officials  of  the  Inspector  General's  office*  very 
little  time  is  devoted  to  auditing  civil  defense  programs*  in¬ 
cluding  ENA.  For  example*  according  to  FENA*  the  office  de¬ 
voted  20  percent  of  its  time  auditing  civil  defense  prograas 
during  fiscal  year  1981.  Even  this  limited  audit  coverage  la 
primarily  directed  at  the  State  as  opposed  to  the  local 
level.  There  are  no  more  than  three  auditors  located  at  any 
of  FENA's  regional  offices.  Region  III*  which  includes  Vir¬ 
ginia*  West  Virginia*  Delaware*  Pennsylvania*  and  the  District 
of  Columbia*  has  only  one  auditor  to  cover  ail  of  FENA's  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  entire  region. 
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According  to  inspector  Gtnsral  officials*  this  limited 
audit  covsrags  has  not  always  been  ths  casa.  For  example*  in 
past  years*  PENA's  predecessor  agency*  the  Oefense  Civil  Pre¬ 
paredness  Agency*  conducted  audits  of  at  least  500  local 
grantees  per  year.  This  agency  had  IS  professional  auditor 
positions  for  civil  defense  progress  alone.  Although  PENA 
currently  has  22  full-tlee  equivalent  auditor  positions*  only 
20  percent  of  their  time— or  approximately  4  positions— is 
devoted  to  civil  defense.  Because  cost  recoveries  f roe  audits 
of  PENA's  Oisaster  Assistance  programs  are  high*  the  agency 
devotes  approximately  45  percent  of  the  time  of  its  audit 
staff  to  this  area. 


Xn  light  of  this  situation*  PENA  officials  have  become 
more  dependent  upon  the  States  to  monitor  State  and  local 
programs. 

C0WCL0SI0W8 

As  the  ENA  program  is  presently  managed*  PENA  has  little 
assurance  that  ENA  funds  are  contributing  to  the  enhancement 
of  national  civil  defense  preparedness.  Because  grantees  tend 
to  define  their  own  objectives  without  using  existing  PENA 
criteria  and  guidance*  their  programs  do  not  necessarily  re¬ 
flect  PENA's  goals  or  objectives.  Without  applying  specific 
national  objectives  and  criteria  to  the  evaluation  of  re¬ 
cipient  accomplishments*  PINA  has  little  assurance  that  the 
funds  expended  are  contributing  to  the  national  civil  defense 
effort. 

PENA  seems  to  be  moving  in  the  right  direction  to  improve 
accountability.  It  is  considering  holding  recipients  account¬ 
able  for  achieving  clearly  defined  national  objectives*  as 
defined  in  standards*  and  it  has  Issued  its  fiscal  year  1983 
National  Program  Emphasis  Paper  which  provides  for  recipients 
to  identify  certain  goals  that  will  be  achieved  with  ENA 
funds.  The  Program  Emphasis  Paper*  however*  is  only  guid¬ 
ance.  Purther*  the  paper  provides  only  a  list  of  broad  civil 
defense  management  activities*  such  as  emergency  training  or 
public  Information*  which  ENA  recipients  may  choose  from 
rsther  than  a  listing  of  specific  and  measurable  national  ob¬ 
jectives  for  States  to  prioritise  and  apply*  including  support 
for  PENA's  programmatic  initiatives  funded  through  separate 
assistance  agreements  with  the  States  such  as  Nuclear  Civil 
Protection. 


PENA  now  needs  to  require  ENA  recipients  to  respond  to 
specific  national  objectives  in  the  development  of  their  an¬ 
nual  funding  proposals.  A  system  should  be  developed  to 
assure  accountability  for  national  objectives.  PENA  should 
promulgate  national  objectives  or  standards  that  States  would 
be  required  to  apply  to  local  recipients  through  a  consulta¬ 
tion  process  prior  to  the  start  of  each  funding  year.  States 
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.  should  t4k«  Into  account  varying  local  eapacttlaa  and  vulner¬ 
abilities  to  da tormina  which  national  objectives  are  to  bo 
applied  to  particular  local  governments.  for  tssmple,  a 
locality  in  a  floodprone  area  could  be  required  to  addreee  ac- 
tivitiea  that  would  mitigate  againat  lose  from  floods,  while 
boat  araaa  would  be  required  to  support  the  rEMA-Stete  crisis 
relocation  planning  effort.  In  this  a« finer,  the  national  ob¬ 
jectives  oould  be  selectively  applied  to  reflect  the  unique 
needs  and  eapacitlea  of  each  State  and  locality,  while  at  the 
sene  tine  establishing  a  Pederal  responsibility  Cor  reviewing 
and  non i tor log  the  application  of  these  objectives.  Current 
guidance  Included  in  CPO  1-5,  the  MR,  and  the  objectives  of 
other  PINA  programs  offer  a  good  starting  point. 

Once  objectives  or  standards  are  established,  we  believe 
it  would  then  be  necessary  for  the  States  to  improve  their 
monitoring  and  oversight  of  local  performance  and  achieve¬ 
ments.  Local  progress  toward  achieving  these  objectives 
should  be  evaluated  by  States  in  ashing  their  subsequent 
year's  funding  decisions,  rmfc's  primary  oversight  mission 
could  be  reoriented  from  reviewing  each  local  program  paper 
toward  assessing  each  State's  overall  management  system  for 
assuring  local  HU  accountability. 

Me  are  currently  reviewing  the  desirability  of  consolidat¬ 
ing  the  KMA  Program  with  other  PINA  planning  and  preparedness 
„  programs.  One  of  the  issues  being  addressed  is  whether  con¬ 
solidation  would  promote  better  linkage  of  the  ENA-funded  sup¬ 
port  system  with  mu'a  other  programs  and  objectives.  The 
accountability  process  recommended  in  this  report  could  be 
used  in  a  consolidated  framework  to  assure  that  local  reci¬ 
pients  of  Pederal  emergency  management  aeeietance  achieve 
national  objectives. 

recommendation  to  tot  director,  rtiu 

The  Director  of  PIMA  should  specify  national  objectives 
or  standards  for  States  to  require  local  applicants  to  address 
in  their  annual  funding  proposals,  depending  on  the  unique 
needs  and  capacities  of  each  local  jurisdiction.  The  Director 
of  PIMA  should  also  require  States  to  use  these  national  ob¬ 
jectives  or  standards  in  their  oversight  and  evaluation  of 
local  performance  and  consider  local  performance  as  a  factor 
In  their  annual  funding  decisions. 


AGENCY  COMMENTS  AMD 


PIMA  agreed  that  EMA- funded  staffs  should  be  held  ac¬ 
countable  for  achieving  a  product  oriented  to  national  objec¬ 
tives.  (See  epp.  111.)  Me  believe  that  PRMV s  fiscal  year 
1583  guidance  shows  progress  toward  implementing  our  recom¬ 
mendation.  Recipients  will  he  held  accountable  for  achieving 
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object ivm  Mbicb  will  motMlly  b#  wilaoe#^  <m«9  few  stan¬ 
dards. 


NevertiwUM,  tbs  fiscal  year  itSJ  guidance  permits  roci-  | 

pi  ft*  to  sal act  their  own  90a Is  from  a  list  of  broad,  generic 
civil  defense  management  activiclas.  such  as  emergency  train- 
ing  or  public  infotnsatioo.  Thus,  tbara  util  conttnua  to  ba  no 
assurance  chat  DCS  recipients  will  address  or  be  Held  account¬ 
able  for  achieving  specific  national  objectives  needed  to 
improve  the  national  civil  defense  effort.  Such  accountaotl-  • 

ity  can  best  be  assured  by  requiring  recipients  to  address 
specific  national  emergency  nan #9 ament  objective*  in  their 
annual  funding  proposals*  as  ue  have  recommended,  in  tnt* 
manner*  the  substantial  State  and  local  civil  defense  capacity 
funded  by  rsMA  dollars  can  be  energised  to  sore  directly  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  achievement  of  a  strong  national  emergency  « 

management  and  civil  defense  program. 

In  his  comments  on  a  draft  of  this  report*  the  t Han¬ 
oi  rector  of  the  Snohomish  County*  Washington*  Department  of 
■Mrgency  Services*  who  was  also  s  Vice  President  of  the  Q.s. 

Civil  Defense  Council*  agreed  that  local  civil  defense  agen-  • 

dee  were  given  no  national  policy  or  objectives  to  relate  to 
in  the  planning  process. 
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navg  to  tv*  used,  and  the  availability  or  non¬ 
availability  of  fallout  shelter  space. 

( B )  One-sixth  weight  shall  be  given  to  the 
complexity  factor  in  each  state  (as  con pared  to 
the  sun  for  all  States)  oft  shelter  plans,  di¬ 
rection  and  control,  warning,  radiological 
defense,  energency  public  infornation,  and 
emergency  services  expressed  as  percent  of  com¬ 
pletion,  tines  the  population  ratio. 

(1)  The  sun  of  the  basic  amount  and  the  addi-  onal 
amount  for  each  State  shall  constitute  its  formula  dis¬ 
tribution. 

d.  The  formula  distribution  «hall  be  reviewed  and  evalu¬ 
ated  by  the  Director  for  the  purpose  of  arriving  at  the  pre¬ 
liminary  budget  allocation,  in  making  the  review  and  evalua¬ 
tion  the  Director  shall  consider  the  current  situation  in  the 
State  using  the  following  sis  factors. 

(1)  The  ability  of  the  state  and  Its  subgrantees  to 
expend  such  an  amount  for  necessary  and  essential  civil 
defense  personnel  and  administrative  purposes,  past 
performance  is  a  factor  In  this  determination. 

(2)  Special  circumstances  existing  in  the  state  at 
the  time  of  allocation  which  require  unusual  expendi¬ 
tures  for  civil  defense. 

(!)  Conditions  peculiar  to  the  State  which  make 
strict  application  of  mathematical  formula  inequitable 
either  to  that  State  or  other  States. 

(4)  The  relative  cost  of  civil  defense  personnel  and 
administrative  services  In  that  State*  that  is,  whether 
such  costs  are  considerably  above  or  below  the  national 
average  for  similar  services  and  expenses. 

())  Substantial  changes  in  the  civil  defense  readi¬ 
ness  of  the  State  not  reflected  by  its  recent  civil  de¬ 
fense  expenditures. 

(€)  Any  situation  where  allocation  to  the  State  of 
an  amount  approximately  equivalent  to  the  basic  amount 
would  be  disproportionate  because  the  State  is  sparsely 
populated. 


* 
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(•)  On  or  About  Soptputwr  I  of  mOh  your*  tw  Director 
will  Mk«  •  tout  At  iaa  Allocution  to  tit*  ctAtn  inclodi  1*9  ac- 
coModAtion  for  funds  froo  stAtss  which  hows  ia4icaca4  tn#y 
will  not  b«  us  1 09  tb#  totAl  of  tit*  pr*l in  1  nor y  M««t  aIIoca- 
tion.  StAtAi  caa  thAo  r Aw isa  tbAir  AArttsr  pIaac  union  should 
«orA  nAArly  rAflACt  thA  IauaI  of  fund 109  Aiptctsd  to  o»coms 
AVAilAblA. 


(f)  By  SAptAAbAt  10  lor  as  soon  thArAAftsr  as  fAssibl#) 
of  Ascb  yssr  tbs  Dir Actor  will  aaXa  a  forms l  Allocution  oasaO 
on*  or  subject  to*  Appropr lAt ion  oy  Conqrsws  And  Allotment  of 
thA  funds. 
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STANDARD  FOUR-TANGIBLE  COMPONENTS  OP  EMERGENCY 
READINESS:  FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT 

I.  Eaarancy  Optra* Cmmt  . 

t  Mw  . 
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STANDARD  SX-MAMSIU  COMMENTS  OF  EMERGENCY 
REAHBMI  AMUTV  TO  PYPTUTE  EMERGENCY 
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Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Washington,  D.C.  20472 


September  17,  1982 


Mr.  William  J.  Anderson 
D1 rector 

General  Government  Division 
General  Accounting  Office 
441  G  Street,  N.W. 

Washington,  DC  20548 

Dear  Mr.  Anderson: 

The  General  Accounting  Office's  report  entitled  "The  Emergency  Management 
Assistance  Program  Should  Contribute  More  Directly  to  National  Civil  Defense 
Objectives"  has  been  reviewed,  and  comments  are  herewith  provided. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  you  have  afforded  to  comment  on  the  report  prior 
to  Its  publication  and  hope  that  the  comments  provided  prove  to  be  beneficial. 

Sincerely, 


^  0. 

Louis  0.  Gluffrlda* 
01  rector 
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COMMENTS  ON 


General  Accounting  Office's  (GAO)  Report,  "The  Emergency 
Management  Assistance  Program  Should  Contribute  More 
Directly  to  National  Civil  Defense  Objectives” 


Emergency  Management  Funds  Could  be  Better  Targeted  to  Support  the  National 
Civil  Defense  Effort: 

The  Agency  has  received  conflicting  signals  within  the  past  year  which  bring 
Into  question  the  above  finding.  On  December  1,  1981,  the  Congress  added, 
through  Public  Law  97-86,  to  Part  302  of  Title  44,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations, 
a  new  condition  governing  allocations.  This  amendment  adds  the  words  "and  the 
areas  which  may  be  affected  by  natural  disaster"  to  the  first  of  four  factors 
which  make  up  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency's  (FEMA's)  formula  for 
allocation  of  Emergency  Management  Assistance  (EMA)  funds. 

With  the  addition  of  the  above  consideration  for  natural  disaster,  FEMA  can 
no  longer  assume  that  Nuclear'ClvIl  Protection  (NCP)  "risk"  and  "host"  areas 
should  be  the  only  risk  and  host  areas  reflected  In  our  allocation  of  EMA 
funds.  It  appears  evident  that  the  Congress  Is  concerned  over  all  areas  threat¬ 
ened,  or  In  risk  from  hurricanes  or  tornados.  In  addition  to  the  possibility  of 
nuclear  attack. 

Additionally,  there  are  a  number  of  factors  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
FEMA  program  administration  which  cause  EMA  funds  to  be  allocated  on  other 
than  a  risk  basis: 

o  Because  EMA  is  a  "matching"  grant,  only  those  "aware"  communities 
concerned  about  the  risk  of  attack  or  major  calamity  choose  to  seek 
out  Federal  funds  to  match  their  own  emergency  preparedness  funds. 

o  Only  those  jurisdictions  which  apply  for  matching  funds  receive  them. 

Maoy  jurisdictions  file  program  papers  annually  but  do  not  wish  to 
receive  EMA  funding. 

o  In  practice,  jurisdictions  do  not  participate  In  the  Federal  emergency 
management  program  because:  (1)  they  believe  that  they  have  other  higher 
priorities,  (2)  they  are  against  using  Federal  funds,  (3)  they  do  not 
believe  philosophically  In  emergency  management,  (4)  they  prefer  to 
take  the  risk,  and  (5)  only  lastly,  because  they  do  not  have  the  match¬ 
ing  funds.  FEMA  has  no  control  over  any  or  all  of  these  factors. 

Regardless  of  the  risk  faced  by  a  local  jurisdiction.  It  cannot  be 
forced  to  accept  EMA  funds. 

The  report  suggests  matching  of  funds  In  the  aggregate.  In  theory,  this  suggestion 
appears  worthy  of  effort.  In  practice.  It  would  require  the  "partners"  to  In¬ 
crease  their  costs  (record  keeping,  etc.)  to  support  jurisdictions  which  did  not 
wish  to  accept  the  congressional  offer  of  "partnership."  In  other  words,  an 
Increased  obligation  would  fall  on  program  participants  In  order  to  provide  a 
"free  ride"  to  other  jurisdictions  resisting  the  program.  Output  from  this 
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type  of  reluctant  participant  Is  usually  not  beneficial  to  the  overall  program. 

At  one  time,  States  like  California  picked  up  25  percent  of  the  costs,  matching 
the  50  percent  of  the  Federal  Government  and  25  percent  of  the  local  jurisdic¬ 
tion  hopefully  to  encourage  Statewide  participation.  This  has  long  since  been 
discontinued,  however. 

FEMA  will  allocate  EMA  funds  to  the  States  In  1984,  based  on  a  new  formula.  The 
increased  emphasis  of  population  In  the  allocation  of  funds  should,  however,  better 
distribute  Federal  dollars  to  areas  of  risk  (whether  natural  and  technological 
disasters  or  attack). 


EMA  Recipients  Should  be  More  Accountable  for  Achieving  National  Civil  Defense 
Objectives!  — - 


This  year  FEMA  has  moved,  with  the  Issuance  of  the  1983  Comprehensive  Cooperative 
Agreement  (CCA),  to  make  EMA  synonymous  with  a  product  rather  than  the  previous 
emphasis  on  time  and  attendance  only.  It  was  obvious  to  the  FEMA  management 
that  though  EMA  was  established  for  the  purpose  of  providing  permanent  emergency 
staff,  that  the  staff  also  should  be  responsible  for  a  product  oriented  to  the 
national  objectives.  We  believe  that  FEMA  Regions  will  be  better  able  to  judge 
accountability  on  the  part  of  the  States  and  local  jurisdictions  with  this 
product  orientation.  The  Annual  Program  Emphasis  will  convey  the  national 
direction  and  objectives  for  the  program;  the  Program  Paper  (or  the  CCA  Agree¬ 
ment)  will  become  the  commitment  of  that  effort. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  report  claims  the  Standards  are  not  used  to  judge 
the  performance  or  the  meeting  of  objectives  of  State  and  local  jurisdictions. 

The  Standards  were  never  meant  for  this  purpose.  They  were  written  and  approved 
"as  self  Imposed”  standards  against  which  Individual  coordinators  or  directors 
could  chart  their  own  progress  and  that  of  their  jurisdiction.  FEMA  agrees, 
however,  that  In  evaluating  the  "product,"  standards  should  be  produced  against 
which  FEMA  can  judge  accoopllshment.  Our  first  set  of  such  Standards  (for  NCP 
planning)  are  being  released  at  this  time. 


Conclusion: 


The  note  that  FEMA  "seems  to  be  moving  In  the  right  direction  to  approve  account¬ 
ability"  Is  appreciated.  We,  too,  believe  that  the  orientation  of  the  program-to- 
.program  product,  the  connectivity  to  other  programs  and  the  Improved  Standards 
being  developed,  all  will  Improve  the  overall  national  civil  defense  posture. 

Additionally,  we  support  the  consolidation  of  EMA  and  other  planning  and 
preparedness  programs  as  recommended.  This  will  provide  the  additional  flexibility 
to  the  States  which  could  provide  for  their  diversities  In  programs  and  magnitude 
of  risks.  At  the  same  time,  accountability  can  be  assessed  against  the  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  a  comprehensive  emergency  management  program  and  response  capability. 

Several  specific  comments  In  the  report  should  be  addressed. 

GAO  Note:  Two  pages  of  additional  comments  of  a  technical  or  editorial 
nature  have  been  deleted  from  this  appendix.  However,  changes  were 
made  throughout  the  report  to  recognize  these  comments. 
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